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INTRODUCTLON

,..This paper describerthe rationale and nature of a theory of

, communicative competence. Bertrand Russell, always h proponent ef a

strictly referenti41 theory of meaning% would no doubt be greatly

troubfted by the phrase "a theory of communicative competence."

According to Russell (1919) , the phrases "a stone that turns lead to

gold" or "a unicorn" are-meaningless; they have no reference.

Silit41arly, a the-01.TOY-&iiiiMUni.C.a.iiVe. coll'Petence is, in a sense, a

7 ,

theoretical unicorn; such a theary does not exist.
-

Nevertheless, hnd 'despite the honored soeCtre of Mr. Russell', this

monograph persists in keeping to its chosen subject. While it is true

, that there are'currently no theories oE communicative competence

satisfy.Ing the definitional constraints that will be Presented further

on, a lively literature about ehe construct has arisen in, recent years.

The notion oE.communicative comptence has surfaced rather casually

in such seemingly'diverse contexts as a summary of research in written

composition (Giannasi, 1976) and book review in tfie Quarterly Sournal,

of Speech (Williams, 1976). The Speech Communication Association has

. -sponsored'a related study of children's communication competencies

(Allen & Brown, 1976) and the term "communicative competence" has

appeared in a slew of recent articles and disserthtions, or,at least in

their titles. Moreover, the notion of coramunicative competence is

intimately bound up with .the'concept of a 1-u1e-governed perspective on.,

Communication, which has received prominent attention lately (CushIlian,

1975; Sanders, 1973).

1



Surely:some common conceptual. thread unites most of this body of

\

literature. Yet the concept of comManicativ Qompotence is rarely

explicated in a very specific manner and thus remains elnsive. The

goal of this paper is to describe the outline that,such a theory would

take if formalized.' .The paper will argue fora view of coiimunicative

comcwtence as a .Postulated set Of abstract-.cognitive.operations which

serve to generate mental representations of the social 'world. These

representations, in turn, are postulared as underlying the- ability to

-.

use symbols in -a-contextually appropr'iate fashion.

*What this paper will not do iS to ccnstruct an actual theory

communicative competence. It,will not develop'a notational system nor--

construct formal tt774ems aI propositions as would'a truly,theoretical
, th-

exposition. Rathe'r, the.aiip of this paper is reStricted to the more

feasible, albeit abstrdce, .goal of discussing the assumptions upon

which a theory of communicative competence Might be bu.lt. In this

sense; tne e:{plicatIon which follows is .metatheoretical; it seeks to

develop a model of a theory. No doubt the appearance of a well

developed grammar of selme specific Communicative act'would aid greatly

our understanding of communicative competence. But'such a theory would

be crematurc without the.prerequisite Conceptual framework justifying

and explaining lts rationale.. This essay is an attempt to provide juSt
'

thar 'framework.

In addition to the goal of clarifying metatheoretical assumptions,

this monograph will serve as a compénditim of literature bearing on the

concept of communicative competence. Currently there is no. single
__

source which performS this function. The essay catalogues major works.
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dealing explicitly with communicative compeLence s well as dhicusses

a pumber of approaches, which are consistent with the communicative

competence_perspective. Thus, Has paper's ;breadth is partially a
A

result of it,-; fune .ation. s a review.
1

111 order to achieve these omis, marerial is drawn from a nUmber
1,

of-related. areas. The first.section Concerns the basic definitFonal

issues entailvd in characterizing Competence theories generally. ,The

basic epistemological nnd Methodological assumptions that may be said
.... .. .....

to constitute the coMpetence paradigm will be identified: Attention

is giVen to Ole issue ,of explanation. in competence tneories.

Beginning with Chapter Two, the emphasis moves from competence

exiplanations of cognition generally to explanations more particular to

the social cognitions underlying communication. Thiischapter reviews

current literatuce.claiming allegiance- to a communicative competeroce.

perspec,tive. Employing-the metatheoretical &ssumptionS of the competence

paradigm, works on communicative competeuce are examined'f6r the rigcr

.

with which they adhere to the more general framework. The conclusion

warranted by- this literature revieW is that the general trend in

conceptualizing communicative competence violates the essential

mentalistic principles oE the competence perspective..

In an attempt to demonstrate the ft2sibiAity of a mentalistic
\

approa-Ch -t-d communicative com2etence, Chapters T*e, Four, and Five

cite evidence amenable to a rigorous competence analysis from several

disciplines related to communication studieS. _Chapter Three discusses
0 ;

observations organized under_the rubrics of sociolinguistics_and the .

ethnography of speaking. Chaptnr Four is concerned with the interaction



4

of pragmatic presuppositIlons with formal syutactfe,theory as well as

with that brancb of soni,t: ic5 kodwn as speech act theory. The subject

of Chapter Four is cognitive developmental psychology as oxpIrcoted by

the Piagetian'school.

The section of th s monograph attempts to consolidate the

more fractured discussions 'that hdve preceded it. It'. will.prese7t a

mOre coherent Picture OF :the.components of a theory of communicativej.'

competeneesand eharaeterT4e the types of terms and operation.sthatpuch

. . / .

,

/ a theory w*Culd require. However, the paper stop- short of,actually

- /
.

specifying some testable theorY. The reader oight not expect, nor fea/ r,-
.. . ..._....

more than a set of metathe oreticat.statements' about communicative

/

.

competence,. If this work earri.es communication theory but one'step
I

cloSer toward a theory ofi.:coMmunieative then it will have

served its intended.puryóse.



CHAPTER f

COMMENCE PACADTGM.

,

The notfou of competenee ls prone to varying usages leading to

some confesioa.about what a coMpetence theory is, or ought to be-.

(Campbell & Wales, 1970). OrOinary language usage oE "competent"

yields at least two seases. -qo say

Namath is one competent quarterback and is worth every

icent he's getting

is to attest that Namath has mastery of the art of quarterbacking.an4

regularly displays this proficiency in.the appropriate setting. But

6,...state

: (2) Nairrah As competent to be a quarterback, it's just,Lhat

he chases women too much

is te distingui;;H competence from actual performance and to. associate

it, inste.ad, with potential performance. or capability. In addition;

the second.usage doas not necessarily carry the suggestion oE Unusual.

skill as.does the first., but rather connotes just that degree of abilic*

necessary to satisEy minimal criteria for quartarbacking. Similarty,

to be,declared competent to stand tria:1 .15 to:be certiEied as at least

minimally capable oE exercising judgmeat, whether or not judgment has,

in Eact,'been exercised.



in acco rd with the first sense, a theory of competence ts a theory

7

A
of excellence and is at least rif(ntly prescriptive since it must

include evaluatiow procedures for'ranking one performance better than

another. In the Aecond sense, a theory competence Is a theory of

4

potential- performance, how a person might he capable of performing

some set of behaviors 'if Only debilitating and logically extraneous
,

factors cou.ld be removed.. Whiie hehavioral.scjentists frequently
'

implicitly or exoLicitly.aSsociate competence theories with "mastery"

6

.,(Connolly'S, Bruner, 1974) or with idealized Performance '(4interowd, 1975),

competence theories have heen most clearly developed in a more restricted

sense, only partially linked with these ordinary language conceptions,

yhe: paradigmatic (perhaps the sole) model of'a competence theory

in the social sciences is that of generative-transformation linguistics1
. , ,

.

(ChoUgkY.
.

)

,' 1965).. According.to this theory, linguistic competence is
0 . ' .

the catit knowledge whioh an'ideal speaker/hearer must possess tn order

to act:glint for intuitive judgments of sentences' grammaticalitY,

synonymy, etc. as well as to account for the production and comprehension

of novel sentences.

The notion oC linguistic competence yas a revolutionary innovation

since it contradicted well established -posiEivist and behaviorigt

assumptions such as empiricisM and probabilistic-causal explanation.

AS an ideal-type theory (Weber,_1969), linguistic cdmpetence has no

exact correlate in the world of real. human behavior or cognition. It

is certa:nly. not ameaahle to.direCt_observationJ.n-further

contradiction to mainstream tenets, postulation of linguistic

'competence weakens the-dependency. of verbal behavior on antecedent
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,

events (Chomsky, 1959), a dependency which ls critical for classlea1

modes of'cansaL-psychological explanatibti, that is, conditIonpg

theory (Sanders & Martin, 1975;.f-oulmin, 1974): Rather, linguistic

competence admits the existence of a' finite set of general rule,which

accounts for an infi4ite set of unprecedented behaviors, not under

direCt or indirect stimuliis control.

Although competence.theory.was first establ.ished and articulated

in the realm of linguistics, the paradigm is, in prindiple, suitable

for theory con4!truCtiOn in all areas dealing with compleX Cognitive

systems (ChoMsky,'1972; Fodor, Jenkins & Saporta, 1967; Miller &

Chomsky, 1963). Recently' Pylyshyn. (1970, :1972, 1973) and Spriders and

Martin (1975), as well as others, have begun to eluLidate the general

characteristics or metatheory entailed in the competence paradigm.1

Competence theories deal with the epistemic problems ef.human

information processing as distinguished from questions of how cognitive.

activities are executed. That is, con?etence:theories are theories of'

the structures by which the world is mentally represented. According

to PvlyshYri, a competence theory-is
J

7
. . committed to the belief that underlying

7--

observed behavior is a more'perfect mathematical
structure. Indeed, its concern is not with
behavior per se, but rather with how information ,

about the world is represented in a person's mind
which makes it possible,for him to perform the
way he does or the way he could perform under
variety of circumstances. (1972, p. 548) .

The goal of competence theories, then) -is not primarily.the prediction

and ccintrel'of behavior. These functions- can be better performed by

.essentially "atheoretic" models.associating stimuli with responses

1970)- The "classical prenction-and-control-paradigm-explains

jo

g'
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the Occurrence of events by sthserving.thiprobabIrity with yhich

,L\

subsequent event follows-a partieular antocedent. ..Tho competence
-

----

--
paradig>.01i the other hand, does not seek to explain evemts at-all.

'

Rthçr, its goal is to !,'expinin" the existenee of cognitive entitles

(Ha
/ (..!,,

1974; 8anders & Martin, 1975).

in'order to achieve this end,Hompetent theories depend heavily
A.

on intuition's of capable performers as data. Intuitions are relied

.upon because they'permit the.investigatol: to go beyond the surface

'structure Of'manifest phenomena and inquire about the deep structures

of. cognitive'systems. Informants ROI), be questions about their. senses

//
of relatedneSs of constituents, about well-formedness or dpiance in

behavioral sequences, or about appropriateness of behav4 in contexts..

Obviously the important methodological questions fac ng competence

rese4rchers are those concerning how intuitions mlight best be elicited,
-

how competence can be inferred from what is unvoidably performance

data. Currently, considerable controversy surrounds these questions

(Labov, 1971, p. 1917200). Despite *methodological dilemnas, it should

be noted that intuitions.in principle, have the status of completely

objective and proper data (Kripke, 1972).

From intuitive jUdgments, rules are inferred.. A rule is a means

of representing procedures by which whole concepts are constructed of

their parts. The constructive aspect of competence bas important

ramifications for claims about the nature of information processing.

Were each sensory stimulds type.associated in a one-to-one correspcndence

with'a mental construct, irules would not be an appropriate way to

representcognition. However, the associationistic promise is untenable
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o: cy6in light aln facts about the mind. First,,the human mind ,has

finite cap,acities, yet is capahle of processing an `infinite number a

o.

stimol).A types. This creatNity, already noted with rpeesct tp.
i .1

L!,t4uage, pertains to all non7-rote concepts. For stimulus typos X and
.. .

Y, there is a novel Aimulus type Z huch that Z is constitty.ed(i)ft

..

some concatenation of X and 1. liy recursively varyim:, the val.nos ol;

the terms, It can be seen that, in princAplo, an infloiite timber of

novel stimuli, all systemically rotated, exist. At .the same time,

pers,m cal comprehend X and Y, it surely rollows that any Z Is

comprehensible simply by knowing a concatenation operation. A perso'n

need not represent every /- seporately. To do so would soon deplete.

human processing mechanisms,except for the shortest of lists/4.11er &

ChoMsky, 1963) On the'Aner hand, it is quite within th9/parameters

of mental resources to learn a relatively small number
/
of operations.

and a short list of terms which may be combined in a/infinite variety

af sequences.

Typically, such postulated
/

cognit,ive rules are expressed formally.

//That is, notation in competence theories ',2onforms to that of some

mathematical system like algebra or sylbolic logic (Luce, 1970).

However, notation may also take ti form of taxonomies-, feature analyses,

/

grampars or certain heuristip(5_( (Grimshaw, 1974). Ihe function Of

fOrmalization is to re-cieal structural relations and to aid in the

detection of,..deductive error (Nagel & Newman, 1964) In addition,

abstract terms facilitate the 'expregsfon of 'generalizations.
/

Metatheoretical statents'allow the intlq-ketation of formalisms into

terms more approx:Mate to the real world phenomena being studied. It
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":

is as formal systems that competence theories qualify as mothematical

models (Brodbeck,

Formal rules are generalizatitins about the"operations by which

concepts are constructed-;----fecursive rules are of the type..

and generate expressions like

c

ba ,
bba
bbba

throuel-repeated applicatiopS. Such rules are neceSsary in order to

account for the creative aspect of information processing. A subclass

of recursive'ruleS are of the form
. =/-

4

and'generate expressions like

bac
bbacc

bbbAccc

as the rule is re-a0p1ied. These'xules accbunt for discontinuous-and
-

, , .

.
.

nAed dependencies,. InI ttp.second-strin'g prcauced by the nesting rule
....*,

above, for.example, the initial and .final terffis are related to each

other give cicisely than they are to their contiguous terms. Similarly;
..

the three middle terms constitute a hierarchical unit in which the

intial and final terni4 do nOt-participate. These structural relations,

which are not apyarett by simply observing the manifest sequence, can

equivalently be represented tgldbelled bra.cketink

[0b[lbac]

IIP

' -



or by a tree diagram:

11

Generalizations about discontinuound nested dependencies like

those represented above cannot be captured by probabilistic left-to-

right models in which subsequent terms are generated tin the basis of

/
previous terms (Miller & Chomsky, 1963). Structures containing

discontinuous dependencies abound in natural language. For example:

(3) The quarterbackho I previously,pronounced competent

is not.-

-

However,.such hested-patterns are also prevalent in all &omplex. //

behavior. L'et us;:, for example, hypothesize an ideal giver of forMai

x=s,. /
balls. The ball-giver'offers the intuition that balls are comprised ,of

two major constituents: dancing and consuming. Upon further

reflection, the informant reveals.that dancing is composed of dyadic

rhythmic motion (drm) obligatorily and consuming rnd chatting.optionally.

_ .

--C-orrsururrfg consists of eating and drinking obligatorily and chatting

optionally. In formal notation,

(1) ball. dancing + consuming

(2) daticing-drm + (consuming).+ (chatting) + (dancing),

(3) consuming--N; eating drinking + (chacing).-+ (consuming)'

The informer might recognize further regUlarities, such as selectional

restrictions on certain kinds of eatihgwhen dancing'is the domfnant

mode. Nevertheless, these rules reprasent the general structural

pattern of the concept o\;ball". Rules ( ) and (3)incorporate

1 4
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reCursivity allowing in principle balls unbounded in: length, -Consuming

0may be nested in Ehe midSt of dancing behavior. While eating hors

d'oeurves mightbear surface xesemblance_to_oating-sta44-ou-r-balI

,giVer's.rules permit the recognition of one as parl of a dancing

sequence and the other as part of the main course. Given this set of

rules we can recognize different styles of balls ("More eatin' than

dancin,", etc.); but of an infinite number of different sequences, we

.could unambiguously select conforming balls-from non-balls.

Though we would be.hard pressed to justify sustained interest in

the substance of this-example, it does serve to illustrate that all

cognized phenomena can be formally represented by a list of components

and their allowable relations.. The example presents Only one possible
-
,-

represegtation, In general,. an unlimited numben of formal systemS'may

adequately describe a competence (Chomsky, 1965). The procedures for

.
eValuating the,more opetmal system among competitors utilize aesthetic

-

criteria like parsimony, simplic,ity, and elegance as'defined.internally

-on formal features. Thus, within the context of competence theories,
-

an essential criterion for adequacy is not isomorphism with real-
:,

psychological processes.

The related issue of psychological reality is a complex and

frequently misunderstOod one. CoMpetence theories-are descriptions of

idealized knowledge which is postulated as underlying the ability to

execute cognitive routines. A 'competence theory cannot claim to map

-actual informaticin processing strategies. 'Such a Mapping is\ in.the

realm of peformance or process theol'ies. In fact, as ideal-type

constructs; competence theories purposefully ignore the effects of many



psychological process variablesvih Order to lay bare underlying
, .

structUral relations. This appro..a.ch: while limiting direct practical

is notan UhpLcchdeTrid--meTt-hu ,:&orthoderb-bilding an the

Social scionces.(Brodbeck, 1969; Weber,- 1969),.

In any event, there is rib a priori reason to suspect the existence

of exact correspondence 6etween any given r6le system and psychological

process. Indeed, empirical confirmation of a strong correspondence

hypothesis is quite unlikely (Vanderr-eest, et al., 1973). Nor is there

a..ly reason to assume, as many psyCholinguistic models seem to (Slobin,

--1971; Chomsky, 1965), that a competence,theory may function as an
_ .

intact component 0-g a performance mechanism, with other psychological

factors simply amposirigerrof_and.processing constraints on the output

the r:Jles.

Nevertheless, the'fOrmulation of cothpetende is esSential and

prerequisite to the corv:',-,,ction of an adequate performance theory.

Pylyshyn states that

. . . the development of a more:.general thedry of
cognition.should ptoceect by attempting to account for
thestructure which is the output of a competence
theory, tbgether.with other kinds of psychological
evidenoe..,. . Thus, the major contribution.of the i

competence theofy is the isolation of an important
class of:t.nonbehavioral evidehce to be considered by
a broader theory of cognition. (1973, p. 46)

.Thaf iS, a. competence theory provides necessary (but; not sufficient)

conditions for the construction of a theory, of psychological process.

The competence formulation provides the basic strugtural constraints

t'a which the performance.theory must conform. In addition,.rules

specify systemic variables and therefore provide heuristic direction

for'process research..,
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. This characterization of competence theories adheres,to a rather

'rigorous position. Frequently investigators working in the'competence_

paradigm utilize concepts which seem to contradict basic,premiseS of

their framework. Two'Csuch concepts are found in literature related to

coMmunicative cOmpetence and deserve clarifitation here.

Sociolinguists (Bickerton, 1972; Labov, 1969) and language

development researthers (Chomsky, 1969; Menyuk, 1969) often make

reference to individuals! or groups' competences. Such references are

.problematical because they imbue competence, which is-a postulated

-formal system, with a locus in human beings. This,-in turn, implies

an ontgilogical status simii op sYchological reality. Strictly

speaking,.individuals do not have competence. However, the hetero-
:

geneity of-behavior nece,6sitates some means of expressing the fact that

people do. cdgnitively Atructure event§ differehtly. Mentions of

individuals' and gro competences a e best viewed as reflecting

variation in systeiC distribution, rot as iMplitit ontological claims.

RecenC,controverq'iesIdn J-1'nguistics concerning.appeal to dialect and

,

ididlect a justificatiOn fdr judgMents about Untlear cases (Coleman.,

1973; Latidw,-102) are related to the.problem of individualS' competences.

/Where members.of a language community disagree on judgments of

grammaticality., the task of writing a. grammar of a language is

complicateq. Proposals for dealing with,the 'problem indicate that

.heterogefleity is not debilitating for the competence paradigm, .

(Bickerton, 1973; Fraser, 1972).



A second Oncept that requires explication is that of rule.:

governed belyivior .(Ervin-Tripp, 1972;Jlawes, 1973; Searle, 1969;

Slobin, 1 71). Competente theories are not about behavior at all,

-but rather pertain to the cognitive structure underlying behavior.

Rules are.mathematical models of mental repreSentations. Within the

'tompetence paradigm one would not Wish to tlaim that- rules goVern

behavior in any direct way. Rather,-the nbtion of rule-governed

'behaVior relates to the fact,that peOple behave as if they were

tOnfatMing-tó rules (Hayek, 1967). That is, behavior reVeals pattern

and systematic dependency between variableS. ln addition, participants

intuitively perceive systemic organization. Slobin (1971) asserts

that rule-gOverned behavior is-indiCted by (1) regjlarities in

. behavior, (2) extensions of regularities to new instances, i.e.,

creativity, (3),detection and tdrrection of deviations, and (4) a seas'

of well-forthedness of sequences. Note that a-person need not be aware

--of a rule., or consciously employ a rule in guiding his or her behavid,7,. ,

though the clearest cases of rule7governed tehavior'do include these

qualities-(Harte-, 1974)-. Rules are methodological-artifacts of the

15

%.___JcompapnceTrar-adigm an&-the-toricept of rule-governed-frehavi-or-ought--

to be understood in this technicaf sense.

n sum,..the cOmpetence perspectdve provides a set of assuMptions

which, while not directly conterned with behavior, either manifest or'

potential,.are'useful for studying structured mental representations

which are postulated tO underlie the Actual production.and comprehension

of performances. Theory construction employs a.methodology which

I '

focuses on inforMants' Intuitions of constituentS'relatedness and the '

I 8
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well-formedris-s- f sequences. rhe structure of tognit-iye representation--

J.s described in rule formulations. These.statementa .emPhasize the

creativity with which individuals produce .and comprehend novel instances

of behavior. illey alsQ recount vatterning among units as perceived by

individuals, which may be only indirectly derived' from manifes.t surface

structure.patterns; Competence,tbeori,es.are not accOunts-of,cognitive_

or behavioral processes, nor of individuals. Competence theories are,

in short, ho more and no less than. generalizations about the cognitive

'system by which knowledge of the world is abstracted and structured.

,
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?CHAPTER II

\

CURRENT L-ITgRATURE ON COMIaiNIC\ATIVE COMPETENCE

. \

AcCept'ing the COgnitvist tenets of 'the coMpetenza.perspective,

'it' is clear tIrit a theory' f communicative competence would not be a

theory of.cbmmhnication at all, where communication iS -construed as

interactive behavior.- Instead, such a theory wOuld be an idealization

Of knowledge postulated as Underlying the ability',to coMmundtmte-;--The-
.

goal of a theory pf communicative coidpetence would 'be to reveal

Structural relations-among elements which constitute Mental.representa-
.

.
.

-

-Lions of the soCialworld. It- is in this light that we'undertake to

eamine the current literature on commUnicative competence. The

-.criterion applied to select works for review here-is that the terms

_

"cpmpetence" or "rule" have been used with reference tb communication-.
2

A number of comunication. theorists havorkeOndependently

with e notion.of.rdle-goVerned behavior (Cushman & Whiing, 1971;7-

Hawes, J973; Hayek 1967). AlSo, the term "communicative cOmpetence"

,

linked:however vaguely,.with a structuaralist paradigm appeared asiearly

--as: 1967- (S1-obi-n,-1%7)-.-- litnadVer-, it-is apparent that -the seed of a

concerted, movement toward a competence paradigm for communi6ation

studies was planted by Dell Eymesrvidely ci.rculated manuscript, "On

Communicative 'CoMpetence"; eventually published in 1971.

17
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The position Hymes.' advocates stems from.his consideration of

stylistic diversity as-the cardinal linguistic_fact. He attacks

18

generative grammar's-ideaP-tyPe assumptions of homogeneous speech
\.

\
communities and linguistics a 5 autonotous fromsocio-culrural factors,

decryling tbe relegation of these variables to what he describes

the "de4alued" categorY of Mere perfarmance(Fymes, 1971, P. 5).
.

. ,

- .

To supplant the gramm arins' nOtion of coMpetence, Hymes stresses.

che systematicity_of'langua-ge use and claims Ehat

14.Ve to accouat for the fact.Ehat a normal child
acquires knowledge of sentences, not only as
grammatical, but els° as appropriate. A child

._.:,.ac.quires a repert oire ot speech acts, is able to

take part in sP-e-ech acEs and to evaluate the
.sp6eth actsCif others. This is a competence
wh'ich ds integral:with attitudes and vaiueS
concerning. language With other,codes.of
ccaufnication. Atten.tion to thd-social
dimension of languag'e is.thus not,restricted
tp .the'subtractdve effects of socialfactors.
The'engagement of language in sOcial life has'
a positive, product ive.aspect. p. 10)

In elahorating this position, Hymes .contends that a full account

of competence for Use Would include descriptions of formal possibilities:

(including grammaticality), psychological and cultural feasibility,

contextual approFiateness,asd 13.1r.ohability_o,f acfnaloccurTences'of
. ...

utterances. Quite explicitly, communicat ive competenq, according to-

*rues, is "not mdrely.. . sYstemic Rotentiai, superorganic Trnperty

of.community, or, indeed, irrelevant in any other way",(1973, p. 324).

Individual diffeences ip competence are.attributed to differential

knowledge (presuma 1' of coMmunication rules) and differential ability

for use .(inclUding moti tion),7 Ultimately, ,Hymes' position distills .

into a definition of cOmmuaI

.for the speaking and heariag capa lities of a pe.p,sOn" {1971, P. 16):

. .

ative compeEeilce "aS the most .gePeral term-
.

2i



19

Now, Hymeq intends that the outcome.of his proposLls be that7the

methodological spirit of generative grammar can be ex'_ended to the

whole sphere of abilities manifest in speech" (1971, p. 11). And to.

be sure, his rwtion of communicative cpmpetence does point toward the
.

search for patterning and creativity. In addition, this formulation

does seem to presume some manner of strdctured cognitive representations

of communicative factOrs. But more,s1gnificantly; this approach to

.communitative competence violates several,criticai assumptions of the

'competence perspectiv.I. The Hymes'conception obscures the distinction

between competence.and performance.' Competence becomes a.directly

..observable ptoltierty of indivlduals.. _The mathematical and ideal-type

features of competente meatheory are discarded, thus 'miiigating against
.c

'the use of rigorous formalism. In contrast to the Mentalistic emphasis

f the general compet&ice orientation, Hymes' conception of communicative

competence is distinctly behavioral in flavor. Tn the final agalysis,

it is not clear,howl this type ofcommunicatidn 0,eory is fundamentally

distinguished from any other,

The majority Of.. scholars following Hymes'

adopted-a:notion -of communicative competence which fails to adhere to

some essential aspects of competence metatheory. Writing on he

subject of syntactic development for example, researcherS like

Campbe11 and Wales.(1970.), van der Geest, et al. (1973),.and GarVey

(1975) employ a concept of communicative competende Simply tO indicate

that children's utteranceS cannot be adequately studied as isdlated
-

-:- .

senterices. Rather, underlying deep, structure can be deduced only if

2 2 -
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the utterance' functions as revealed by context are.taken into

consideration. In this:usage, the idea of:communicative competence is

consistent with the mote broadly held t-r,end in language acquisition

research pioneered by the fUnctional approach by Lois Bloom (1970).

Howev8r, none of these researchers has attempted to integrate functional

or contextual factors into formal theories of language.

f4ja related area of InveStigation, functional language
.1,

'development, the concept of communicative coMpetenc isissed to denote

any extra-grammatical aspect of linguistic skill. These abilities

include the selection of context-appropriate styles both within and

between dialects (Ervin-Tripp,-1971:. Hopper, 1971), the faculty of '

:identifying speakers' social identitieS (Edelsky, 1974), the ability to

.respond, appropriately to questions (Riccilo, .1974); the use OE contextual

cues to disambiguate questions from requests'(Wcstrn, 1974), the

'capacity to execute persuasive strategies (Rodnick and Wood;-1975),

adaptation of referential messages -in recognitlon of the informational

needs of. listeners (Johnson, 1975, KrauSs & GluCksberg,

the general ability to establish relationship with thers (Folger,

- 1974). In the literature on second language acquisition,.coMmunicative.

competence has gained:some currency as an equivalent td the ability to

engage in spontafteods .ccpversation (Rivers,,1972)- and to dvoid faux pas

when using idiomatic expresSfons (Paulston, 19A).

,

Since the movement to adult-like (or native-likW'communication.

Skills iS a progression taiard'Mbre effective communica±ion,. the'

'litorature on functionaIlanguage:.&eyelopment tends to link'competence
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st
. .

with "mastery" (Wood, 1976i-p. 256) or proficiency (Allen & Brown,

1976). Clearly this qualitative orientation toward performances

bears little relation to the cognitive co.mpetence perSpertive. On

the other hand, the 'concern with effectiveness does reseMble the.

distinctly independent construct of interpersonal cOmpetence developed

by 'sociologists. Interpersonal competence is "the'ability to makpulate

. others' responses" (Weinstein, 1969) and is-bound up.with_socially

adaptiveness, the ability to thrive in-spcial-environments; Without.

doubt, interpersonal ro,q,etcuce is a subjettjworthy,of exploration,

especially from a development_d viewOoint. However much valuable

theoretical -,Insightis lost if a competenceperspective oncommunication

. -
is contusedth skill al strategic interactipn.

Yet athirdcategory of investigations derives from the !

. .

---.; -S-T, --- , . .

concerted interest of students. of communicative competence in eiassroom.

.,

speech using behaviorsef:minor-ity-culter-d-aildren: Thu's.; Philips
;

_

. . -

(1970, 1972) and John (1970) describe the social,norms of,certain
.

Ametican Indians that result in desUltory performances in struCtured
;

classrooms. 5imilarly, Cazden (1970) and Bauman (1972); warn edutators
,

not toconfuse the "true" communicatiie competence of black students.

with the typically reluct-Lant aadAbbreviated recitations directed,

toward puhlic school teachers. These concerns lead to a call for
-..

-meesures'of verbal performance'which capitalize on social contexts and

function's for speaking as defined by the students' cultures. In this

Sense,-competence is viewed in a manner consistent 'with. that. of

.... , ,

educational measurement theorists who frequently link the term
'- . .

"competente with maximal (as opposed to-typical).performance teSting

2
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(Glaset & Nitko, 19,71). The distinction highlighted here is that of

ability versus actual performance,under less than optimal conditions..

Again, this is ce.ttaitilfan issue of great concern. But it is also an

iSsue gteatly removed from the realm of the cognitive competence,

perspective.,

.Taking as ntimTiol the general. assumptions of competence metatheory

outlined in Chapter One, all. of these works claiming to investigate--

communinative.competence.are surely in the spirit of competence studie
- /

. /
' For example, Cazdens (1970 definition of communidative comneteri,oe as

"how the child perceives and categoriies' the sOcial situations/of the
/

world and differentiates his' ways of speaking accordifigly!!::(p.

rightheaded wi'th respedt-tO the aims of the.competence perspective'. .

.___/__ ----
. .

_ ________
In a coMpatible veitt,_Rodnick-and-Vo-Od(1973) do refer to "an under-

__________ .,

lying set of rules, determined by,dulture and
/.
'situation, affecting

'
. ;. .

:. //.

language_choices in,interper;onal communidAion events" (p. 115). In

/
' practice, however., this body of literature-invokes probabilistic normS
// r.1 ' ..
2 ,_

., .

and behavioral factors, rather than enabling rules, in operationalizing-
, /

,..

.

--. and--eX-Paidat-ing_these concepts-./ To this extent, they-deviate from
/

rigorous competence metathepretical assumptions:,

Now it may be th-t/these comments concerning the "deviance" of.
/

cutrent notions of c,çImmunicative competence turn simply on a"point

concerning differ
//nt _readings of the term "competence" If this is

so, then ther is no warrant to expect conformance to the cognitive

competence/perspectivet.-However, given the development,and rationale

of the concept.following Hymes (1971), this does not appear to be the
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case, Rather, it is apparent that scholars in the field of communicative

.competence.have by design placed their work in a framework wh:!ch is

profoundly_influenced by theories of ling-uistic competence.

Inaddition. if this "dewiance" ilas no consequence for the output

of studies of communicative competenca,:then these comments may be

dismissed as terminological nit-picking. Once again, however, it-is

apparent that the lack of adherence to comfttence princj.ples Is not a.

vacuousissue. An example, selected not for its shoddiness`but rather

for its_import, may serve to illustrate the consequences of adopting
--------T

a less than rigorous posture toward the conceptof competence.
)

Susan Philips' excellent cccounts of the coMmunicative habits Of

Warm Springs Indian children are explicitly phrased in terms of' rules

0

for appropriate spdech usage (PhiliPs, 1970) )and communicative

competence (Philips, 1972). '-the reports Concentrate on cataloguing

conditions under which children's verbal participation was obServed,

and those under which it was not. These conditions.are related to

socialization patterns bY which children acquire'the mediating traits

of self-reliance, self-determination, and a dynamic fluidityin assuming

leader/audienCe/participant rdles. Generalized to the public school

,classroom, 4.ese qualities.result in depressed verbal performances.

Philips! observations, astute as they are, lack any reference to

underlying mental constructs which must be postulated-in order to

ac6ount for her data.. In:terms of a performance model, these underlying

"rules would assign structural descriptions to spcial contexts in order

to determine if the features of a current situation conform to. those



which'are criterial in order for a context to count as one.in which

speaking is appropriate. Of course, the explanatory richness of the

,

performanCe model is function of the degree to which the potulated,

internalized rules have been explicated in a.comprehensiye manner. As

Schneider (1975) argues, although a researcher may claim allegiance to

a. rule-governed perspective, he or.she is.operating in a "classioal
I .

- para,digm" if the.ultimate goal of the 'investigation is something othdr

24

than the illumination of Underlying cognitive categories and operatiOns.
'c

Such is the case With PhilipS' work. The consequence of her failure to .

conform- to the gOals of competenCe metatheory, rigidly conceived from

a cognitivist point-of view, is that-the resulting:performance model

fails to attain a depth and richness o,f explanation which,certainly

seems a desirable ttribute.

Despite the range of emphase. and theoretical rigor desCribed

above; seyeral generalizations may bemade about the common core,of
.z -

.,--.

the Communiative competency school as it is'currently envisioned.

Adherence to the,communicative competence per..nctive is motivated,by

the belief that the concept of ligguistic competence is too narrow a

concept, failing to encompass essential'facts about language use. The

touchstones of comMunicative competence formulations include the

principle that:inVariance in underlying language structurefis coupled
s

with wide variation in language use (Gumperz, 1971). Language is

viewed as primarily a functional inetrument that operates in social

'contexts. And on the basis of these contexts-and funcrions, .speakers

adapt their Utterances.by selecting systematicallY from their repertoires
. .

of grammaticallYfeas.ible,structures (Hymes, 1973).



In addition, most comnynicative competence theorists have apparently

.--
adopted the ,position that the study of language in its social context

'necessitates a denial of the mentalistic-orientation associated with

rigorous competence metatheoy (cf. Labov, 1972). Quite to the

contrary, this paper supports the stance that use of the-term

"communicative competence": ought imply "a very strong Claim; that we

consider communicatiye behavior to permit creat-!vity and to reflect

inherent forms whiCh communicators 'know' and base perceptual judgments

on. ;f we donot.intend this claim; then the use of the term is

misleading, if not vacuous" (Sanders & Schneider, 1972). According to

the view of this paper-then, specified distinctively.in light of the
,

goals, methods, and assumptionS.inherent in the general competence

paradigm,-a theory of communicative competence is best conceived as a

grammar of communication, a set of rules
2
which may pe posf:ul.ated os

underlying the conimuniCative behavior nf an ideal meber of a speech

community.

It-should be noted that a small group Of tKeorists, apart from

. the mainstream pf those associating themselves with communicative,

.competence, have indeed adopted a rule-systemic and cognitivist

perspective'quite consistent with competei-ice metatheory. Schneider

.(1975), for example,,sought to "gO beyond the/surface of communicative,

,-
; behavior and explore the depths of communicativalcnowledge" (p. il).

Toward this end he!,,conduC d an experiment invescigating culturally

diverse informants' intu tions about the well-formedness of certain

intention-situotjon-utterance constellations. In a consanguine spirit,

Sankoff (1974) argUed that slUantitative studies f speech behavior "Can
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be fruitfully used in demonstrating.not only the general patterns

existing within a speech,community, but alsO the subtle, diStinctions

internalized by individualg'(p. 20). A similar metatheoretical stance

1S:taken in an'essay by Habermas (1970) which is concerned with the

etiology of both pathologically distorted communication as well aS

normal failures of intersubjecbivity. Habermad suggests that

'therapists, indeed dll individuals, have tacit knowledge allowing the

recognition of accurate expressions of intentions. From this.premise

'he develops a notion of communicative competence which "is defined by

the ideal speaker's mastery of the dialoguecOnstitutive universals

irrespective of actual restrictions under empirical conditions'" (p. 369).'

A
Having-den_ared for this.type oNunderstanding of the concept of
Jf

communicative,coMpetence, the following sections Of the paper explore

several claes of empirical and theoretical findings Pertaining to

rule formulations of communication. The goals of this analysis are to

demonstrate that a competence perspective does, in fact, fit the data

of language use, and to establish precedent for handling these data

by means of competenoe theories. These findings will aid, finally, in

.formulating some'more specific comments about the nature of communicative

ceMpetenCe tha. aave been proferred thus far.

9
6.4 I



CHAPTER III

ETHNOGRAPHIC-SOCIOLINGUISTIC EVIDENCE

The-ethnography of speaking (Hymes, 1962) arises from the

lanthropologis.ts' concern with the study of "speaking as an activity

in its own right" (p. 101). Sociolinguistics, quite naturally, arises

' from the ama1gam of sociological and linguistic'endeavOrs, the

description of socially stratified lingiiistic variables (FiShman; 1970;

, Pride, 1970): The two fields coincide in that their cOmMon oldect

_of concern is what structural'linguistic tradition (including

generative-transformational.grammar) dismissea as "free variation"

4.

(Fisher, 1958; Lebow, 1972); The.traditional supposition has been

.that of a homogeneous speech community in which variation In the use

of forms serving the same referential function could be ignored.'

a typicl account, for example, the forms /dis/ and /this/ would be

noted as alloMorphs, linguistically equivalent. The sociolinguist,

,

or linguistic-ethnographer, on the other hand, Observes the variation

and finds its distributiOn and social significance worthy Of investigation.

'Speech varies no \only.along deMographic dimeOSions, as long

recognized by dialect igeographers, lout also along dimensions of. context

or communicative situaltion. ', The principle of contextually dePendent

, .

interpretation has long been a tenet of ethnographic methodology

(Malinowski, 1935), but has,only recently been introduced to explain

linguistic variation w thin_a_speech community (Labov, 1966): Relevant

tl 27
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aspects of context include the relationships between participants in

an interaction (Blom & Gumperz, 1972) , the topic of discourse (Greenfield

-6, Fishman, 1971), and occasion '.(Toelken, 1971).

In the course of investigating language in context, it has been

..,..

Eound llat,i4entical\lingliistic forms may serve Crifferent communicative .

\:

functions in dif. arent-;;Contexts and,, conversely,different linguistic

forms may serve Identical functions in,different contexts .(Hymes, 1962).

Indeed, the identification of form-function-context dependencies may

be viewed as the core of the ethnographic and sociolinguistic enterprises.

One function .which has rd,Ceived considerable attention from

et:hnographers and so9,iolinguists is status marking (Lakoff, 1973b;

ShUy, Wolfram & Riley, 1967). The-reciprocal function, determining

social identitie S. oh the basis of language,\has.recently been treated

from the point of Kiew of communicative competence (Edelsky, 1974). As

conceptualized primarily through the work of William Labov .(1966, 1972,

1973),-Linguistic status markers are viewed not as fixed features, but

rather as variableS which are governed in a systematic fashion by

context. Among New York City speakers, for example, Labov (1966)

found-thatpost-vocalic /r/ deletion is a 'reliable status marker n

informal contets, but that.under more formal conditions all speakers',

.

fetain more post7vocalic /r/, and lower middle class individuals may

actually overshoot the prestige speech norm, Similarly, Black English

Vernacular 'dialect is not unifbrmly distributed within black speech

commtinities--,- but rather high incidences of dialect.features correspond

to the performance of a peer group affiliation function (Labov, 1973).

c I
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The ethnographic7sociolinguisticperspective, then,.provides data

about the interdependencies between stylistic or linguistic variation,

social contexts, and interpersonal functions. What is important to

the case Eor communicative competence is that theSe.interdependencies.

have been shown to be rule-governed (in Slobin's sense). That

form-function-context regularities are extended to new instances--

creativity7-is demonstrated by children's facility at using language

appropriately in novel situations (Ervin-Tripp, 1971). Individuals

can detect inappropriate code Usage with'considerable.(and oEten

embarrassing) acumen (Garfinkel, 1967; Goffman, 19.59). Finaliy,

people do have a sense of which language behavior sequences are

constituted correctly with respect to social variables (Noefsinger,

1975; Schegioff, 1968). It seems highly justified, then, to postulate

a model of mental representation underlying discourse abilities in r r

terms of Sociolinguistics (Ervin-Tripp; 1972) nr speaking (Bauman, 1972;

'Humes, 1962) rules.

Ervin-Tripp (1972) offerS substantial insight into. the_na.tUre of

such sociolinguistic rules. She distinguishes three tyPesnf-rules.

which.Operate at all levels of discourse froth the phoneme to the

interactional episdde. Alternation rules choose from a set of

referentially equivalent expressions on.the basis of "social selectors"

correponding to the role attribUteS of participants. Co-occurrence

rules legilate.stylistic consistency once alternation rules have,been

'.V-employed. 1fdrizontal Ca:-occurrence restrictions ensure consistency

between sequential items in a discourse stfing while vertical

co-occurrence rules pertain to consistency of an item's presentation

JJ )
'60Z.J

.7!
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1.

at each level of analysis (e.g. sophiSticated lexical items are

pronounc&L.with standard 'phonology; standard pronunciation of'argoC

may very well constitute aw "ill-formed" formativeY'... rinally,

Sequencing rules concern appropriate ordaring of speech acts'within a

portion of discourse (e.g. requesting precedes entreating).

fn a nonformal; process-oriented approach it may be said that

,

members of speech communities have internalized a common set.of such .

sociolinguistic rules. By means of these rules, social meaningS or

nonl4eral significations are-eficoded and deCiphered, Thus, for

example, a student addressing a professor as "Sir" signifies an entire

constellation f beliefs and role postures. And regardless'-of the
,

degree of deferenCe with whiCh one perdeives contemporary professors,

all members of,middie class American spe36h communities are capable of

reading the social meaning encoded in this simple utterance.

However, Ervin-Tripp-apparently has in mind a more -formal notion

of -rule, one which conforms precisely to the premises of the competeace

paradigm. 1-5-ascribing her diagrammatic notation, Ervin-Tripp writes

Note.that. the set o paths, or the rule,..is like a
formal grammar in that it is a way of.represent.ing
a logical' model. The model is.not intended as a
Model of a protess, of the actual decision sequence
by, which a speaker qhooses a form of address or a
listener interprets ione. The two. structures may or
may not correspond. In any case, the task of-i,
determining the strUcture implicit in People's
report' of what formS of.address are,possi e and
appropriate is clearly digtincoM-1-he task of
studiing how people,' in rea ituations and in rer1
time, make choices . [T]wo individuals might
'have different dig,lon or interpretation procedures
'for socioljjgtilstic alternatives but have the
idenprIlogical structure to their reports of
be vior. '(l02; p: 220)
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'Considerations such as.these have led CriMshaw (1973) to conclude
11

"there may very well.he grammars of social interaction for societies .

in a ciuite precise analogue to 0v 0. linguists' rules of grammar". (p. 290).

.Clearly', then, the ethnographic-sociolinguiSticiperspective lend

strong support to the concept of copmunidative competence.

3 .1., .



CHAPTER TV

FORMAL-SEMANTIC EVIDENCE

Formal studies of language are those investigations' of linguistic'

coMpetence conducted udder the generative framework now'current in

linguisticS. Especially significant to the purpbse's of this essay are,

those suggestions made by some linguistscin attempting to solve

certain formal prOblems irr'syntax, that rules of grammar musthave

reference to communicatively relevant social features. The !:emantic

perspective; while of ancreasing importance to formal linguistics,

originated fromthe study of meaning in philosophy. A branch of the

philosophy of language, speech act theory, deserves particular

attention since.it points to a functional acdount of meaning and

postulates a tUregoverned SyStem. The formal and semantic perspectives

are linked here undet a single category-'since they are both:cOncerned

with absttact systems transcending the individual; because they are

both understood in termS of rules, and because ultimatelythey overlap

.considerably despite their diffetent points.of origin:

By and large, mainstream formal linguistics opetates under the

assumption that syntax should be .studied independent.ly, of Slemantics
,

and also that sjIntax is more revealing of the nature of langua'ge

,.(Chomsky, 1965). .*pically, syntactically motivated rguments have the

-j2 r
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greatest. 'persuasiveness in linguistic circles. Thus, a fruitful line

of investigation involves those caSes 'in which semantic information, is'

necessary in order to account for-syntactic relations. For example,

(4) That is the car which broke down

(5) That is the traitor who broke down

are grammatical, but

*
(6) That is the carldho brok.e down .

(7) That is the traitor which broke down

are not. (An a'sterisk preceding a string signifies that the string is

not well:formed.) The rules c, English syntax determine that "who"

replaces deep struCture noun 'phrases which nre marked as human-like,

while "which" replaces deep structure noun phrases which are marked as

nonhuman-like. Semantic facts which determine the distribution of

morphemes like'"who" and "which" are called selectional restrictions

.(Chomsky, 1965). Violations of selectional rules result in ungrammatical

sentences.. [Interestingly, Chomsky (1965) notds that sentences which

contain such violzitions are naturally interpreted as having been used

metaphorically, or else as having been taken out of some rich linguistic

context (cf.'Harre', 1974).1

Selectional restrictions are closely related to the. entailments

(Fillmore, 1971) or presuppositions (Hutchi son, 1971; Keenan, 1971;

Lakoff, 1971a, 1971b; Landesman, 1972) which'a .eaker makes in

..uttering a sentence. (For the sake of convenienc6;, one may discuss
. .

the presuppositions of a sentence,, which, in fact, are\fiction'al

.entities.) Sentences (6) and. (7) 'above are not well-forthed because

-

their presuppositions contradict selectional restrictions on their noun



phrases. For further, illustration of the role of presupposition in

grammar, notethat the verb phrase "broke down" presupposes a prior

.state ot prOper repair:

(8). The car was working fin c! when it suddenly broke down

* -

(9.) The car was'not working at all when it suddenly broke down

Pre8upp.os1ittotis, then, are propositions which are not explicitly

encoded,in a sentence, but, are understood in the course of interpreting'

a sentence. A majOr sgurce of' presuppositional information is the

selectional restrictions'on. linguistic formatives. Selectional

'restrictions, in lurn,.'are essential factors in syntactic descrOtion.

.Thus, the acceptability of the presuppositions of a sentence is an

important factor in making judgments of grammatic,ality"

George Lakoff (1971a) notes that individuals may differ in their

assignmentof seleetional restrictions to linguistic formatives, and

henceintheirjudgments of the grammaticality/acceptability of giVen
'4

sentences On the basis of the presuppositions of those sentences.

(10) ?The dog Inew his Master was home
/:

Sentence (10) 'preSupposes that the sub-ject possesses the property of

thoughtfUlness. Por some.English speakers; thenoun'"dog" may be

marked with selectidnal restrictions consistentwith that presupposi

:tion, while for other spcakers, the selectional restrictions on "dog"

may contradict the presupposition. Nevertheless, all English speakers

tacitly know that someone who utters (10).is attributing thought-to the

Lakoff concludes that linguistic competence does not legislate
-

acceptable presuppositions, but rather (among other things) pairs

sentences with their corresponding entailments. Specific judgments, as

0..

/.
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to the well-formedness of sentenceS depends on'the belief system of the

part / cular judge (Hutchin 0son, 197. In short,. it 10 a function of.

formal linguistic competence whi.ch permits sijiw.rs to draw 'ccrtain

inferences about the beliefs of those who utter sentences. .

.

Thci. far, onlylogical presuppositions of sentences (Keenan, 1971)

haVe been discussed. These are a class of propositions which is

defined in.terms of truth values or logical consequences. In addition,

Many, perhaps all, sentences contain presuppositions which refer to

social,factors. Typically called pragmatiC presuppositions (Lakoff,

1973), Keenan (1971) describes them as follows:

Now many sentences require that certain culturally
defincd conditions or contexts_be satisfied in
order for an utterance of.that sentence to be.
understood (in its literal, intended meaning). ThuS
these conditions are naturally Called presuppositions
of the sentence. If they are not satisfied, then the
utterance is either not understandable, or tlse
understooi in same non-literal way--insult or jest
for example. These conditions include among others':
(a) status and kinds of relations among participants;
(b) age, sex, and generation relad(ons among
participants;.(c) status, kin, age, sex, and genera-
tion relation's between participants and IiidividualS
mentioned-in the sentence; (d) presence or absence
.of certain objects in the physical setting of the
utterance; and telative location'of participants and,
items' mentioned in the sentence itself. (p. 49)

Pragmatic, as well as logical, presuppositions are crucial:for

syntactic description. Japanese, as well as certain other Asian

langUages, has a complex system of linguistic pafticles whpse sore

function is to signify the kinds of conditions deocribed by Keenan

in (a); .(b), and (t) above (Peng, 1974). Violations of co-occurrence

restrictions between these particles result in contradictory pragmatic

presuppositions and hence.in judgments of ungrammatidality (R. Lakoff,

1971). .The use of alternate forms of.the French second person singular

8
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pronouns ("tu" and "vous") must ilso satisfy pragmativ presuppositions

. or else result in it1.4ormed sentences in certain cases (Keenan, 1971).

English,-toow _AhAbits some roughly analogous syntactic phenomena:

(11) I'd like you to meet my dearest friend, Morris

(12) *F'd like you to meet the most distinguished professor

of Cerman philology in the world, Morris.

The 'selectional reStrictions on thO noun phrase "my dearest friend" are

consistent with sOme presupposition derived froM the use of.an untitled

'proper noun referring to a person. Most English speakers would'read

"Morris" in (11) as a first name because the presupposition oE first dame
T °

use mos1L closely parallels the selectional restrictions on the appositive

noun plrase. On the other hand, all readings of (12) yield a conra-

dictioh between the semantiO features of "the most distinguished

.profe:sor of German.philolo'gy in the world" and the presupposition '

deriv,d from the use of "MorriS" in appositiOn. Ihis data is clearly

simil'r to that discussed previously in terms of the ethnographic--

osoci linguistic perspective. The coincidence of the;findings from the

cliff rent perspectives only serves to strengthen the view that much of

communicative behavior is a cOmpetence phenomenon.

Additional evidence of the encoding of pragmatic presuppositions

in grammar involves the presupposition of reciproCity of action derived

from the intonation contours of sentences like (13):

(13) Mary kicked John and then John kicked her.

George Lakoff (1971b) observes that any compound sentence with agent and

object inverted in the two main clauses and which is marked with an

intonation contour like that of (13) carries with it the presuppo3ition

of reciproci.ty.
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(14) Mary called Jo6 a Republican and than he insulted her

(1,5) Mary called Joe home for d inner ind then he LIM LtOd her

*
(16) Mary Aaw Joe and then'ile insulted her

Sentenees (14) and (15) are grammatical only if the actions represented

in the first clauses are seimilehtm 'equivalent to those,represented in

the second clauses. In any event, the speaker of Inglish is 'able to

ascertain that whoever uttered (14).believes it is an insUlt to be
A

'called a Republican ant that whoever uttered (15) believes ihat'it is

an insult to be called home for dinner. Sentence (16) is judged

ungrammatical because seeing someone does not constitute an insult. n

Western culture. (More precisely, the'Context in which seeing someone

constitutes 'an insult iS sb specific that speaking rules would call

:for the Context to.be specified in the immediate linguistic 'environment.)

Findings on 'presupposition such as these emerge from the formal

study of,syntax. They indicate that certain beliefs are nonexplicitly

encoded in sentences and that grammatiCal rules must have reference to

these beliefs. That is to say, an adequate formulation of linguistic
,

competence must-haye the'Means to represent paesuppositional content:
,

. Among these presuppositions are beliefs about tI'e social world,

including the relations between participauts in communicative events.

'In short, a,pects of communicative competence have alfeady been

anticipated 1)3, the formal study of langua'ge. '

Now At must be.noted that the sorts.ofAnterpretations whiCh rely

on the concept of pragmatic presupposition are far from accep.able to'

many linguists, TarticularlSr as these explanations hive been used
/.



support the doctrine of generativesemantics (Lakoff & RosS, 1973).

Katz and Bever (1974), for laxample, take the more orthodox/position

arguing that the generative semanticists' data can be accounted for

extraLqinguisticall'y in terms of perceptual strategies, conversational

implicatures'(Grice, 1967),-and cultural stereotypes. They fnither

claim-that discussions of such issues as pragmatic presuppositions in

the realm of syntactic theory carry with them the\danger ofYregression
%

to empiricism and.prdbabilistic exPlanation. While the Katz and Bever

position bodes poorly for the prospedts of formal theories of

communicative competence, a more promising clarification is offered hY

Chomsky, himself. Chomsky (1975, p..54) also'argues strongly for the

au.tonomy of grammar is-a-vis theories of hUman relationS, but

nevertheless suggests the probability that communicative, function may

-be coaceived as an independent System organized by principles similar

.to those governing language-proper. Certainly it is beyond the scope

-
f this essay to decide the issue of grammar's autonomy. (Although one

cannot escape the rea8onableness of the middle ground: some communica-

tive constraints,enter into.the derivation of sentences and some

--TingdiS1-1-67 Hiles place constraints on style.) What is important for
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our purposes is the realizatiOn f011owing from formal studies of,syntax;

-to whit, that matters pertaining to- communicative relations can be,

rep-resented within a competence framework. An&thisconclusion sloes
. --

not appear to be endangered by arguments concerning the autonomy of

grammar per se.'

LinguAts have b,eenjar less concerned, and.also'far less successful,

in dealing-with semantic description than With syntactic description.
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.0ne of the earliest, and still paradigmatic, semantic theories of

comprehensive scope developed within the generative-transformational

framework is-that of
f_

Katz/and Fodor (1963)_B-rieflyi--their-7tEWY
_____________

asserts-.that the meaning of a sentence is due to the concatenation of

semantic features associated with the-:.sentence's constituents.

Morenver, Katz and Fodor eXcilicitly reject any consideratiOn of

nonlingdistic-cdntext in accounting for meaning. However, this approach

to meaning.invested in isolated sentences is marked by its inability

to disambiguate most sentences.(Bolinger, 1965). At best, the theory

. is capable Of-dealing.with only absolutely-iiteral meaning (Weinreich,

. 1966).

In contrast to :Katz and FodOr's'avoidance of extra-linguistic

factors,:the current trend in,linguistics seems to look toward theories

of meaning tied to language use in real situations (R.. Lakoff, 1971).

'The-notion that the meaning of a. sentence is'determined by the functions

and contexts in which it dsused is due to the school of philosophy

:

.known as ordinary language philosophy.
3

Aff early philosopher in this
_

vein, Ludwig ittgenstein. (1953) described language as.a'gathe With

rules for using expressions. To Mean something by.using a symbol:is

to use that symbol according to the rules-of the .game. To underStand

an'-'-expression is to know the rules which governed its use:1n a. particular

situated uerance..;

The theory of speech acts is an attempt to elucidate the rules

for language use. The'thenry was sOarked by J. L. Austin's (1962)

finding that people may use janguage for a varietY of functinns beyond

_

. predicatinn andreference. This dfsenvery led Austin to establish the.

4 2



'

categories-of locutionary and illocutionary speech acts. Locutionary

acts correspond to the -formulation of propositions as'

(17)" The sun rises in the west.

But it is illocutionary acts that constitute the major focus of'

speech acI theory. They are easy to .identify when their expresSions

are marked by explicit performative verbs':

(18) i pronounce yot man and wife

(19) I christen thiS ship the Annabelle Lee

(20) I pledge you my. support

(21) I question yop.r. motives

(22). I challenge you, Cur.

Clearlyi-the utterance of.locutions like (17) does not make the State
_

oE affairs described therein occur. -However, illocutionary acts are,

in fact, accomplished in tile Utteting of expreSsions like.(18) (22),

By ti-tering-(18), for example; in accordance-with conventions for'the

use of that expression, the speaker does make a ISledge,7regardless of

whether the pledge is honored subsequently.

40

Illocutionary speech acts, however, are not always marked by

explicit performative verbS'. .In such cases,. the cOntext of utterance

serves to make the iljocutionary force apparent. Thus;

(23) ICS cold in here

uttered on a certain occasion -(in a room made cold by an obvious open.

windowpc a .speaker standing in a certain.role relation to a listener

(master to butler)'-may have the same illocutionary force as

(24). I order YOu to close ,the window

.(0ordop.and.Lakoff, 1969). Another example of how context .m4Y--

nouexplicit il19L4tionary_force is the familiar sentence

4 3
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(25) Can you pass the salt?

uttered at the dinner table. . Although. (25) has the surface forM:of

a-4uestion-;'-a simple l'ierbal reSpopSe would he inappropriate: Rat6er
,

------

L .

. ...---- .
.

..-

(25) conventionally has the Eorce oE a requeS't.

,

It appears-then that iliocutionarY acts cannot be'difEerentiated

Erom locutionary acts by,any linguistie surface structure features.
A

Indeed, :it is likely that all realiZed sentences are i11o'Cutions and

that locutions cannot..be generated inisolation (Searle, 1968).-

Therefore, sentences like

.(26) Mary hit John

. must contain at some level of representation a performative like

.report to you that . . ." or "I assert to.you qat . . .". ,This

analysis is independently corroborated by linguist John Ross (1970)

who argues on the basis f some troubleSome-pronominalizati-aliPhenomena .

that explicit performative,verbs appear in the 'deep structures,of

declarative,sentenCes and then are Optionally deleted by transformational

rules. Although locutions cannot be:realized without some illocutionary

force, some utterances may be entirely illocutionary, with no

propositional or loCutionary content:

(27) Hello

the basis of demonstrations such as-these the illocutionary act

may be considered the primary uhi-t of linguistic comtunication

(Wallace, 1970).4
__-----

4
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While the concept of illocution is clarified by differentiating it

from locution, the mist distinctive definitional attribute 'of

%

illocutions is.that they cannot be assigned truth values (Austin, 1962).

(28) I behave at Aunt May's hduse

(29) I promise to behave at Aunt.May's house

.(30a) That's not true

(30b) You're not being sincere
1

To cOntradict (9), one would use .(30b), butJlot (30a). On the other

hand, assuming that (28) is meant,literally as a report:or assertion,

-it iS most appropriately negated by (30a), JThe fact that iCmay be

somewhat acceptable to contradict (23) by (30b) is evidence that the

mental representation of (28) contains some illocutionary force marker.]

Notice that (28), whose surface structure resembles the propositional

Or locutionary content of (29) s susceptible to truth judgments. But

it is senseleSs to judge illocutions as true,or false because theY.cOme

into existence Pimply as a consequence of their utterance. However,

the appropriateness of (30b) as a response t (29) indicates.that

illocutionary acts do 'occasionally run amiss of conditions other than

:truth These-sivech act_conditions may be recognized as the

prag atilc presuppositions Of illocutionary expressions (G. Lakoff;

1971a).. Austin (1962) proposes the terms "felicitous" and "infelicitous"

t0 describe:tbe.well-formedness o.f.speech acts with- respect to their

conditiOns. It i5 possible to enumerate the conditions for felicitous

speech acts and thereby come one step closer to formulating rules,for

using language to mean something.

4 ;)
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The nature of felicity conditions can best,be 'understood by
-

example. John Searle (l§69) has'proposed a set of conditions Which

is necassgry and sufficient "fOr the felicitous performance of the

speech act of promising. The following felicity conditions are

adapted.from Searle' :

-Cl. Normal input-output relations obtain. That is, the

speaker, S, and the hearer, H, Use the saMe 'linguistic .:.

code;.no physical impediments to prOduction or reception

are present; S is. not being :coerced; the speech act is not.

"parasitic" as in 4iteratUre, joking, etc.

C2. S expresseS a proposition, P; in uttering U.

C3. P predicates.a future at, A, of'S.

\

S believes that H would pifer-that S to A. Interestingly,

utterances of the form "I prOmise-you tha . . . " which do

not fulfill (C4) often have.the\illocutionary force of

AthreatS.

not obvious,to S, and S believeS it.is not obvious.

to.H, that S would. do A in the normal dOurse of events.

ThiS\is an instance of 'the more general speech 'act condition:

there is a point to performing 'an\illocution. (Thus, it is'

an insult to state well knoWn informatioh in detaiLto a

knowledgeable audience because such Statements presuppose

ignorance.)

C6. S intend§ to do A.' Sentence (30) points out.a violation

of-this condition.'

C7: :S believes that by uttering U, S is_obligated to do A.

4 (i



t8. S intends that ,the ut't rance of,U Will resUlt in H's knowing

that (C6) and (C.7) and S intendS that H will know that .(C6)

d (C7) by virtue of Ws knowledge of theconventional
c :

\';'

1.

significance of13-;.. In_:ther words, S utters'U so that.H
...F- 1, ,.c. ..:.., ..

Will know that 8 intends and is obligated ta...do ti .

..p.

Soreover, S intends that will know.this because H.knows

--
1

the notHnatural Meaning '6 U,.and fot no other,reason.

This cOndition specifies tlie perlocutionary effect' (knowing)

that S hopes.will transpire,. The condition does, not

'1

.specify that this perlocdti6n must transpire. Also, if the

ierlocution does occur, S hopes that. it coMes 'about because

he ur she has' spoken meaningfully,(iather than because H

txpec.ts that.a ptumisis in order at that Point in the

conversation, for example).

44

C9. U uttered in the context of,discourse does tonventionallY

presuppose (Cl) (C8). 'That, is S has used the appropriate

linguistieformulaforhisorhet6urpOses-.Thiscondition,

it must be acknowledged, glosses ovet complex mattets of

literal Meaning.

From felicity Conditionsorptagmatic-présuppositions suth

these, Aft-cen be Seen that the reletiVe toles of participanls in A

communicaive event, have great:beeting inthe Wellformednessufs'peech

acts. hk_speaker must perceive the heàrerts level.of,knowledge and

needs, and\these'perceptions are eneoded in the speech act.. -ConVetsely,

\\ ,

the hearer; haVing Knowledge of felicity. conditions .and having no'

4 7
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reason to believe that/a:1Y have been violated, can use the speech-

act as a'basis for p/, rceiving the speaker's teliefs.

Once the felgCity 'conditions.for tilre perforMance of a given

.,speech act are scertained, speech act theory ',1o1ds that.rules may ,be

4xtracted. eech act rules belOng to !he C.ass of.Constitutive

'Suc-h_rule Iystems 'have the effect of bringing arbitrary phenomena.intb

being. A rule :regarding eating might regulate.that activity.(as in

"Chew ell before swallowing" ) or even establish etiquette for

per orming the activity (as'in "Say Grace before meals"), but the

tivity of eating'is undoubtably a precursor'to any 'such rules. A

wedding banquet, on.the other hand, is governed by rules, some.of which

serve to,-constitute the event (as in "P#ticipants would liot be present

c.lere it not for the wedding"; an event similar in all aspects of

surface'realization .would not constitUtea wedding'banquet if this

rule were violated). Similarly, a brute vocalization may exist prior

to ahy rules which regulate it, but illocutionary acts like promising,

pledging, christening, etc., come into existence because they are
/7.

constituted by arbitrary rule sybtems.

The mechanism of meaning, which was the issue which sphwned

interest in the theory of speech acts, may now be re7eXaMined._

Constitutive rules are intimately related to both illocutionary acts

and meanings. Searle (1969) asserts tbat

. the.semantic structure of a language may,
be regarded as a conventional realilation of a
series of sets of underlyingconstitutive rules,
and Chat speech acts are actS characteristically
performed by.uttering expressionaAn accordance
'with.these seEs of constitutive rules., .(p. 37)
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That is, a person means something by an utterance when he or she uses

the utterance to perform an illocutionary aät inaccordance with

constitutive speech act rules. The conventions alluded to earlier An .

charaCterizing the concept of non,,natural meaning are captured in

' speech act rules. People under:Stand each other because they share a

system of rules for,language use. Perhaps the closest one 'can come to

identifying meaning is to equate the meaning of 'an utterance with that

-process which is represented by the rules for using the utterance

-in the performance of felicitous speech acts.

. ,

Thus, the search for the naturepf meaning points to a coMpetence

formulation. The theory of gpeeCh adts growS out df the view that

meaning can only be adequately described in terffis of function. The

conditions:for perfbrming felicitous speech acts are ultimately

transformable to rules for uSing utterances Meaningfully. It As clear

that ionstitutive speech act rules are.conceptually equivalent to

cognitive rulesof the type Characteristic bf competence theories..

Speech act rules reflect the structure of speech acts in the minds of

competent communicators.

Three problems bf relating speech act theory with.communicative

. competence can be pinpointed, 'however, First, speech act.ruies must

be fbrmo.lized in a manner-consistent with linguistic notation in

_

:general (G.-Lakoff, 1971). This means that conteRtuaI-arrd-f-unctional

features must be specified with mathematical precision. While

sCructural tx6nothies of symbol systenis have been developed and

refined oVer centuriesno sucb accretive effort.haS taken place with

respect to contextual and functional taxonomies of symbol systems._

Speech act rules formulated by Searle (1969) and Lab6V (1972) are

4 9
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relatively informal. -On the other extreme, some-formalizacions, like

those of Gord3n and_Lakoff (1971),are highly ad.b6c. A second barrier

to incoiporating,speech act theory within therframework of Communicative

competence is'that the theory tends todeel only with function and

context, and ignores, their interattion.wit4 form or symbol Structure. .

Conditions like (C9) above serve/to gloss over, important findings of

the ethnograpIlic-sociolinguist perspective. Speech act rules must be

designed so that they can generate an0 interpret representations o

specifid situated UtteranceS.Finally, it hes not been adequately

demonstrated that speech act rule systems possess the rich systemic

N- structure characteristic of competence formlations. Speech act rules

must be hierarchically organized and generallable across varieties

of illocutions in order:co satisfy general-competence principles like.

constructionism.

RecOgnizing the nee& for greater formalization,.contact with

linguistic analysis, and systemgticity in-cspeech act theory, some

recent work diMS_toward a remedy.- Travis (1971). 'offers the sketch

of a generative theory,pf speech acts. While Travis does offer some

insights, such as the necessity-for a READING component (e.g,, literal,

ironic, etc.), he-:_becomes mired in the.yet insoluble problem of unique

reference and by gdmission;.the usefulness of his conceptualization
,

awaits the_arxival of an.edequate.theory of denotation.. A more
r

immediately-helpful analysis is presented by Searle (1976).. Searle
,

ptesants twelve criteria by which 1110Ca1onary acts may be mote or

Jess uniquely taxoeimized. On the basis of these features, he .

established five general-categOries of illocutions and proceeds to
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demonstrate that the categorization is'conSistent with certain

syntactic-properties of verb;?classes. It iscertainlY true that the

criteria are in need.of further refinement and elaboration,. -However,

the labor prOmises to bring forml theories of communicative competence

closer at hanth

I.

A.

5 1



CHAPTER V

COGNITIVE-DEVELPPMENTAL EVIDENCE

-:Central to the oognitive-developmental frameWork is the theorizing-

f.Tenn Piaget.' Piaget -(.1950, 1970) asserts.that the goal of

_

cognitive-developmental p-synhology is to determine how children gain

knowled-ge ofthe world. Very briefly, a subject comes to know object's

hy acting upon, manipulating, them. At firSt such operations are

sensoty-motor ManipulationS. As the chiid assesses coordinations

:between actions and consequent perceptions 'of objects, he or _she
.

constructs logico-mathematical.cognitive structures to which future

object perceptions may be assimilated or which may be altered to

accommOdate.deviant perceptions: With the onset of logico-mathematical

struCtures, the child.begins to perform true cognitive operations on

the perceptual world (concrete operations stage) and later on abstract

entities (formal operations stage),

It is quite clear that Piaget's logico-mathematinal structures are

identical to the mental rep-re-Sn-t-ations of competence theories.and.

that.cognitive-developmental psWhology is, in fact;-:the study of
,

changes in children's competence formulations." Piaget (1910) states

that P. . . the subject's conscious thought processes . .Are

indobsistent and incomplete. But behind consciouS thought ate the

'naural'.operating structures'''. (p, 129)-. This account is, of tourse,



highly reminiscent of Pylyshyn's description of competence as "a more

pe?fect mnthematical structUre underlYing behavior." Moreover, Piaget

(1970). implicitly links his cognitive-developmeheal,theory with the

general competence paradigm by observing that . the contemporary

work'of ChoMSky and)his group on transformational grammars is not'very-

50

far. from our own operational perspectives and psychogenetic constructivise.

(p. . !9). It is also instructive to note that:in the Piagetian view,

objects (whether physical or abstract) are acted upon resulting in the

construction of logico-mathematical structures just as ifn the more

general competence paradigm formatives are acted upon by.rules in

orier to generate mental representations of vhale struttures'; both

are-c-onstructivist. A final similarity between Piagetian devel. mental

theory and competence theories is the use by both of formal logical

models to describe the structure of behavior (Gin-Xberg'& Opper, 1969).

The genetal.teleological ptinciple of cognitive grOwth is

decentration (Piaget, 1970; Feffer: 197d; Rubin, 1973). Young infants
s

exhibit the'Most radical form of'centiation: all objects are aspects

'of the subject. The child's interaction with the environment soon

stresses this early cognitive structure to the point of Change (Kohlberg,

.1969,) Eventually the child becomes aware of the integrity of objects,

't
.and of the fact that objects have,parts or aspects. Butthe.subject's

cognitive makeup at,this pointonly'enables him or her,to focus,on

one aspett of the whole object at a'time. At a given.moment, only a

single, perceptually contrete perspective can be maintained. Feffer

(1970) refers to such cognitive operations as sequential decentering.

Typical of' this stage is the child who s'ees water emptied from a Fat

beaker into a thin ond and claims hat there is more watet in the
.

second:vessel oa te basis- of the height. of the water column The
..

, I
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child cannot simultanedusly relate.the increase'in height 41th he ,

.

decrease in width (Ginsberg S Opper-,;1969). Finally, children develop

4
the adult-like ability to. hold several alternative per'spectives on the

same object simultaneously,. Not only can sevetal perceptually given
-

aSPects of an object be incorpqrated'into a single perspectiVe, but

other perspectives May be inferred and accepted as mutually consistent

(Wolfe, 1963). At this stage of si.multaneons decentering (Feffer,

diffetent pare4.;Whole relations may be apprehended and the

appropriate point of view for the performance of a task selected.

Thus, whena child is nine or ten-years old, he or she can correctly

pair a spatial orietation other than his or her own with a photograph

of a three-dimensional structure from that other orientatiqn (Flavel

et al.-,, 1968);

Decentration relates not only to the childTs Physical world, but

also to the SoCilal enVironment. Since decentration refers to changes

lin competence formulatjons, findings which relate the decentration

process to children's communicalion constitute additional evidence

supporting theories of communicative coMpetence. In one of his .

--earliest works, The Language and Thoupfit of elle Child (1926).; Piaget

demonsIrated that,the speech,of young children is basicallyegocentric

.and often servesno cOmmuniCative putpose- As the child deVelops,

egOcentric speech becomes less frequent and socialized speech

predominates. Socialized speech consists'of answers, threats, commands,'

question's, etc: (reMiniscent of an nventory Of. speech act functionS).

In shOrt, socialized speech is adapted to the needs and role.

charaCteristics Of the. listener.

r,
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Although some scientists dispute Piaget's assessment of the

magnitude of egocentric speech in.e.arly childhood, claiming that
4

communicative,intent is present even in very young children (Borke,

1971; Mueller, 1972), it seems certain that decentering and 'the

developmenE of skills!for effective Communication are intimately

related. Because of.egocentrism, the inability to recognize the.

g ,

perspectives ofothers, younger children can phrase messages' in only

one way: 'that Way which makes Sense to themselVes. EmpiriCal.

investigation (Oluoksberg & Krauss, 1967; Peterson', Danner & Flavell,

1972) indicates that children around four years of age-are relatively

impervious-tO feedback revealing Communicative failure, and have

difficulty recoding,messages even when explicitly asked.. Such children

describe abstract figures in Singularly,idiosyncratic fashion (e.g.

"mommy's hat") and eVidence no realization that these descriptions

may be unintetpretable by others (KiaussOlucksberg, 1969).

Conversely, Western (1974) haa demonstrated that oLder ohildren are
---

, . . . .

.more likely to perCeive alternative Interpretations of funcelOnally..

ambiguous speech acts than are younger ones.

Of priffiary concern to developMental psychologists concered with
,

Cthe-decl.i.ne. of egocentric speech and the ontogenesis Of social communi-
%

cation.is'the ptocess of role-taking. Role-taking is differentiated

from role-playing ois\enactment in that the former is a cognitive

opetation, probably,Orerequisite to the actual performance of others'

roles. 'Role-taking may be thought of as a type of person perceptual ,

-

,.s.trate.gy involving an inEerenEial process and resulting in

representation of-nnother's point of view (Flavell, 1966).
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The concept of, role7taking has been the Subject of a great deal of

' cognitive developmental research. Some of this work has been concerned

with antecedents of role-taking skill (Kerckheff,, 1969; Hollos & Cowan,

1973; West, 1974).- Still other studies have sought to relate role-.
I

taking to other areas of social skill such as moral reasoning (Irwin,

1973) and 'interpersonal adjUstment (Rothenberg, 1970,. .However, two

classes of data concerning role-taking are particularly important for

our purposes. First, we shall wish to know to. what exte.t.r616Eaking

partakes of the same processes and developmental patterns as does

impersonal perception. For to establish this relatibriship.is to

confirm the classification of role,taking as a decentering,

-.-

therefore competence, 15-fienomenon. Second, in order tobind the concept

of. role-taking into the competence phradigm for communication in

particular, important to investigate correlations between

, ..

measurements of effeciA_ve communication and independently assessed

role-taking skill. ;_

In a review of developmental research on, social cognition in

general,Shantz-(1975Y.provides a theoretical statement of the

parallelism-between person perception (including role-taking) and

general cognition: I I
. . . deVelopment involves.baSic transformations

of cogditive structure'. . . Thus understanding others is not merely

a matter.of 'learning more'. about people in some quantitative sense;

,it iS organizing what one knows into systems of Meaning and belief".

(p. 9). Empirical support for the close link between general cognitive

structure and role-taking ability is provided-by comparisons between

normal individuals and cognitively arrested people who are otherwise
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comparable. Devries (1970), Feffer (1970b) and' Milgram (1960) all

confirm the hypothesis that mentally retarded subjects role-take_

poorly relative to normal ones. Stronger...support for-this Piagetian..

position is previded 1)y- Feffer and Goneevdtch (1960), Rubin (1973),

Selman (1971), Sullivan and Hunt (1967) and Wolfe (1963) all'of whom

administered various rol .taking tasks-to_children along with various

N. .\ _-

-aconeeptyal-nd/or percepOal measures-of' cognitive decentration.

Significant correlations-between the two types of tests were found at

the several age levels, inves-tigated. Selman and Byrne (1974)

interyled children concerning their understanding of moral dilemmas.

Oh the basis .of age-related changes in social explanation, they

concluded that roleltaking is amenable to structural-developmental

. - However,- it must be noted that correlations in this entire

body-of literature are moderate,dn degree and that some disconfirming

_ f.indings have also been reported (HolloS-1 Cowan, 1973).

ff the relationship between role-taking and general cognitive
-77

decentering has been demonstrated.less than adequately, then findings

linking role-taking to communicative skill are even less dramatic: In

the body of research attempting to establish the correlation between

role-taking and effective.commanication, the communicative 'variable

has usually been operationalized as referential-accuracy, the\correct
_

\
and/t.or effective descriptdon of some visual array to a listener who

does not share the speaker's perceptual field (Glucksberg & Krauss, \\

1967). With communiCation skill thus defined, Rubin (1973) fnund
.

.1 rather high cOrielatiOn between role-taking and communication.
,

Chandler, Greenspan and Barenboim :(1973) and Johnson (1974) also report
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significant correlations, but to a leSser degree. Hollos and Cowan,-

(1973) employed faCtor analysis to demonstrate a unidimensional

structure underlying the twO-variables.. On the other hand, Piche

(1975) found virtually no empiriCal justification for linking

communicAtion to role-taking. Still other investigators havefouad

comp,lex interactions wherein role-taking lg. related to comMunCiation

for some 'ages, but. not for others,(Kingsley, 1971), and in a. feedback'

,situation, but not when feedback was disallowed (Feffer & Suchotliff,

.1966).

In addition to such attempts at directly corre1ating measures of

communication and rOle-taking, training studies involving instructional

intervention may be' pertinent to establishing the link' betWen the

two constructs. Botkin (1966) engaged a group of sixth graders in.a

program of communication instruttion. While general "communicat- icP

goodness" showed little appreciable gain at post-test, role-taking'\

skills did improve.significantly. Chandler, Greenspan and Barenboim

'(1973) rained one_group of youtigsters in role-taking only and another

in both role-taking and referential accuracy tasks. They found\,:hat

-------
only the second treatment improved communi-c-ätIOn-skills-while both

JJ

resulted in iMproved.role-taking. Both of these training studies point

to the conclusion that role-taking is a'necessary, but not sufficient

ability for communication effectiveness.

Reviewipg the literature concerning the putative dependency of

effective communication on role-taking ability, Glucksberg, Krauss

and Higgins (1975)-find empirical suppOst'for the relationship "sparce":

Without conceding that such a relationship doeS not exist, at least three



alternatives are available to explain this emp

very little is known about the nature

employ'ed. While most appear

\\_ retest reliabiIies and other

:

reported-.., Our research tools

as

rical failure. 'First\

of the measurement instruments

to be logically well motiyated, test-

psychometric characteristics are not

may not be adequate to the job. Second,

Fiche et. al. (1975) note, neither role-taking nor communication

ef-fectiveness is,a unitary constr ct, yet the correlational studies
\.

discussed' above'treat them as i they were. Tests may be differentially

sensitive\to the various subs ills or certain.communication tasks may

56

\ require \

theapplication of s me role-taking subskills bnt not-others.

Our analyses\may not be fine-grained
. \

considerable ilxity in the definition of what behaviors constitute

Fkr- exdmiqe; the kind of social sensitivity to stereotypes

\
measured by Milgram's.,..(1960) instrument has been found, in other

Of'sensitivi.ty to specific individuals

enough. Finaily, there has been

\

contexts, to be;quite independent

;--z:

(Clind'; '196A). It 4Pviy'be that instruments which, claliart0 measure

\ \..

,

aremeasating\some other, quite different, processes.
,

.
Despite these meuhodological difficulties in demonstrating the

relationship between,role-taking and effective communication, hoWever,.

-8-e-11.1-appears.warrantable to claim that communicative skill

develops as a function of discriminations and assimilations among social-

in a.manner completely consistentlwith the outcomes of a.

.competence analysis. Disregarding independent assessments of role-

taking ability, considerable evidence has been amassed documenting

growth in the ability of'encoders to adaptmessages for others as a
_-

function of encoders' ages. Studies bearing on this aspect of the
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developmental ps'ychology of communication may be grouped into two,.

categories. Investigations in.the.first. group simply describe

children's increasing skill at encoding information in a decodable

.(i.e. nonegocentric), manner. The second category of studies Uontains

Oose investigations wlich demonstrate the ontogenetic tendency toward

ercoding messages. differently fon receivers with varying attributes.

-Paradigmatic-of the first claSs of studies, those which chart
;

'
developMental trends in encoding information usefully', is the,work of

"

,

.krauss and Glucksberg (1969; Glucksberg & KrauSs, 1967). Subjects

,arerequired to describe novel forms to listeners wha-a're ly

separated.and who, in turn, must. sequence'the forms inthe order

specified by. the encoders. .4s judged by adult raters, the referential

effectiveness of such messages has been,'fbund tO increase. monotonically

with age. Kindergartners are quite- inpt at tha task, supplying such

non-referring expressionli a5-."It.:looks like Mommy's-hat", while adults

perform virtUally perfectly:on the first trial. Thirct,and fifth

graders were able to increase the effeCtiveness oi their encodirigs

across eight trials, while kindergartners could not improve-theirs at

all and first graders improved only moderately. Moreover, even when

explicit feedback requesting additional inforMr,tion is prbvided 'to

encoders, younwer children are unable ,t0 recode theimessages usefUlly-
Maven et. al., 1968; Glucksber & Krauss.. 1967; Peterson, Danner

&.Flavell, 1972). The interpretation of'such findihgs offered by
.. .

FlaVell et. al. (1968) and corroboLoted by empirical methods (Glucksberg,

Krauss & Veisberg, 1966) is that all communicators make self-encodings

of.percepticns, but younger C,ildren are unable to 'edit'or recast these

,
encddings for others.
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Since any receiver has characteristics differing from these of
--

the sourde (i.e. the source possesses information which the receiver

does-not), this first class of experiments does .shed light-on the

ability to adapt differentially to others. However, more direct

evidence Is supplied by a second group of studies, expressly designed.

' to explore strategies of_ message adaptation. Within the_referential

mode, Flavell et. al. (1968).found.that younger'children did not vary

their descriptions of a board game in recognition of differences

between sighted and blind-folded listeners, while older children did

/
display liStener dependent adaptation. Similar*, these same

inVt.13'!-igators as well as Higgins (1973) demonstrated that olde4

children are more likely than younger ones to vary messages o the

:

baSis Ofverying amounts of infortation possessed by differenit_liste lers.

OutSide of the referential mode, sOme limited hut significan attent on

has heen:dgyoted to children's adaptations:-of persuasive melsages.

Wood, Weinstein and Parker (1967)jound that older children/used a

greater variety of persuasive strategies and'that these s rategies

tended to vary with :target attributes, Similarly, Finley and Humph

.(1974), investigating appeals directed toward mothers v rsus those ,

eys

directed toward.best friends, concluded that older chi drenAlave a

larger persuasive repertoire and show a tendency to d ploy some types
!

t.. of arguments differentially. Piche, Michlin, and 'Whin (1976) devils

/
an eXplicit index of accommodation Which-was sensitive to the fact'

that seventh graders used various appeal types m differentially/

i

-.01ad did fourth graders. In addition, acrOSs al targets, older

subjeCts employed more sophisticated personal and norm referenced 1
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strategies as opposed to younger subjects' more frequent use of .

'imperatives. The persuasive function was also the subject of a Study

by Alvy (1973) who found age, as well aS sodial status and sex, ,

.!

differchce in children's adoptions of messages to targets who varied

mostly along affective dimensions.

The remarkable aspect of both these Sets of studies charting'

the'development of communication Skills in children is that they all\

point to-am,accountof growth in skill which is generalizable across !

tasks and interactive contexts, which prdgresses in the absence of

formal training; and which follows a hierarchical sequence (Selman & \

!a
Byrne, 1974). In short, communicative ability develops in the manner !

first deScribed .by Piaget (1926) and ultimately linked to coghitive

development, in general-.(.17effer, 1970; Piaget, 1970).

In this sense, then, cognitive-developmental studies do contribute

to the validation of the concept of comMunicative competence. The

,developmental psychology of the Piagetian school is., in fact, the

study of systematic changes in children's mental representations.

Alle fundamental mechanism of §uch change, decentration, affects

apprehension of the social, as well as The physical world. Children's

abilities td communicate in, an increaSipgly effective and socialized

manner can betraced to this mechaPISM. That is, communicative behavior

exhibits the same developmental pattern, is amenable to the same sorts

Adf analyses, as other .behaViors accounted for within a competence

framework. While the failure to empirically verify the connection

. between 'role-taking and communicative competence cannot be ignored,
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cognitive-developmental psychology provides at,least a conceptual

basis for thinking of social sensitivity and'message adapt.ation as

.the twin foundations of communicative competence.



CHAPTER VI

TOWARD A THEORY OF COMMUNICATIVE COMPIETENCE

Thus far, this essay'has served to iOntify!characteristics Of

competence theories in general and to demonstrate that-such a paradigm

is appropriate to Che study of human communication. At this point,

then, it would be fit to finally present an example of just such a

theory of communicative competence. However, no such theory is

forthcoming. In accordance with the tenets_of competence metatheory,

%a theory of cOmmunicative competence would be a formal (quasi-
.

mathematical) model consisting of a set of abstract terms and a set of

logical operations for performing manipulations on strings of these

terms. While this paper has demonstrated, through precedent in a
01.

number of-fields, that. this sort of model is a feasible way of

explaining communication, it has yielded none of the formal machinery

which a theory of, communicatiye competence-would requiT .

One factor which is lacking is an adequate taxonomy of communicative

contexts, structures, and functions. Originators of the theory of

linguistic dompetence have paid homage to the prerequisite task Of

establishing grammatical Categories (ChomskY, 1957). While these

categories have been altered in light of recent developments, the

theory Of linguistic competence had at its disposal A taxonomy devgloped
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and refined over the course of three millenia. Chomsky:did not have

to.argue for the adequacy oE the pronoun as a unit of linguistic

:analysis in the same sense that Wallace (1970) proposed the speech

act as the fundamental .unit of communicative structure or. Skinner.

(1957) had to,justify the mond d8 a Category of function. Given.the

lack.of working consensusii.any taxonomy of communicative elements is,

likely to be ad hoc at thig time.

The task remaining here, then, is a more general specification

of the parametets that would figure into a forMal grammar of discourse.

.Consistent with the conclusions made in reviewing current.work lh

communicative competence, the form of such a grammar of discourse ought

to conform to the set of assumptions characteri'zing cognktivist

competence metatheoLy. The classe:F. of .ruleS that would need b

included in this grammar mcly be inferred from.the evidence surveyed:

from the ethnographicsociolinguistie, formalsemantic,cand cognitive-7

-developmental perspectives

Since a theory of communicatiVe competence is not a causal or

,.process MOde1c7:*one...feature of such a formulation is that no temporal

sequence is implied by rule ordering. To the contrary, the model's

operations must be governed solely by principles of internal validity:

elegance add economy. The-components of the model interpenetrate each

other, placing constraints on each other!s outputs in a faShion that

is best viewed as simultaneous. For example, some participant roles

place restrictions on appropriate topics. At the same time; certain

topics ay ilave the effect of defining participant roles. -Similarly,

a context (e.g. lecture) may be marked so as to constrain the range.of

both participant roles and to:c .

62
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An additional consequence of the faci that a theory of communicative

competence is not a process model is that thiamodel represents neither

a speaker n'or a listener. The rules, instead, cepresent knoWledge.that

must be pogsessed by both.. For convenience a communicative competence

theory may.be metaphorically phraspd in terms of production with, say.

intentiorias the priMitive term and style mhrkers as the derived output.

the.complemOntary metaphor,is just as apt, with presuppositions
-

about intentions derived from tbe analysis ef style markers.

Finally, any given theory of communicative competence 0.11

represent the rules of only particular speech community, where

speech-community is viewedas a group of individuals who.share common

.

communicative norms and who constitute a stable interpersonalne.twork

(Hymes, 1972). Thus,--4 may be that.different -speech communities-may

represent a siMilar setting, say religious -service, differently in

. ter Rarticipant poles (e.g. Holy Rollers vs. Episcopalians), but

all speech communities' draw their cateE s for rule construction

frbm some-common and finite pool.. Moreover, it must be reciagnized

that a given iddividual belongs to several speech communities, or may

attempt to emulate the norms of various speech communities, and may

therefore manifest different communicative.norms at ditferent times

.with varying degrees of success.

, Given this set of overarching principles, therules which

constitute a theory of communicative competence are a means of

systemically representing how a finite number-of categories and

operations create anunbounded set of perceptions of interactions

which, in turn, goVern the ,stylistic structure of realized utterances.

6
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The content to which these rules pertain.include.the following:

t. Discourse structure

II. Topic

III. Setting

IV.. Communicative intent (function)

V. Terson.perceptions

a. CognitiVe state

b. Affective seate

role relations

Discourse sttucture rules bear some resemblance to Ervin-Tripp'S

(1972) sequencing rules'. They apply at two levels of Communication

analysis: betWeen distinct utterances by'different participants and
-

;.within a single continuous speech by a given participant'. At.: the most

global level, a.discourse structure rule may state that no interactioh
.1

rule is ever appropridte (e.g- when.participant roles are marked for

highly divergent caste). 'or a discourse/structure rule might Specify
- '

the periodicity with which interaction s called.fOr, for example the
#

annual formulaic Christmas cardin many, midale class American speech

. p

communities. Still at the interutterance level of analysis:, discpurse

structure rules .represent speakers' expectations concerning how

conversations are initiated, Maintained, And terminated. Schegloff

(1968) add Noefsinger (1975) have begun the, task of formalizing

/ knowledge concerning ritualized. turn-taking in conversation. A more

/ complex and situationspecific instanCe of such discourse structure:
-"\

. rules woUld be rdquired to account Turkish boys' verbal duelling which

involve phonological dependencies between utberances of.distinct

64
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9.
speakers (Dundes et. al., 1972). From a developmental stance,

Piaget's (1926) observations of echolalia and simultaneous speech may

.N
be interpreted, as inxlicating that.youngsters' discourse structure rules

do not evolye into adult like. form until middle childhood..

The tyPe'of disconrse structure tules cited above yield fundamental
'

distinctions between contex s in which message sending is or is not ,

tjr

appropriate; about when.to spe,ak and when to remain silent. At a less

/lobal level of discourse, other rules Would aOply to Within-utterance

structure. Some of these discourse strucure rules-would Serve to

.

link subject matter..from noncontiguous utterances. For exaMple,
)

speaker must know if a noun phrase utteted during a previous speaking

turn remains sufficiently salient to allow anaphoric reference

(Harris, l.952)., (tf not sufficiently salient, we get linfcages.like,

"That old Chevy I was just talking aboat, it . . .".) Other discourse

structure rules applying directly o the !style of the utterance may

be genre specific as the rule which specifies., for some children, that

. tauntS must conform to certain.patterns Of rhyme and prosody in order

to,count as a taunt.

In addition to factors concerning discourse structure, the'topic

of discouse also enters into determinations of communicative

appropriateness. Linguistic ethnographerS have reported evidence of

codeswitching dependent on topic in both bilingual (Greenfield &-

Fishman, 1971) and bidialectal (Blom (S. Gumperz, 1972) spbeth

comMunities. More familiar, if less dramatic, illustrations.of toffit

dependent effects on-language.variation can be,observed in the 'speech

of Most Professionals. A German philologist, for one; might employ low
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ftequency lexical items and fairly complex syntax when discussing the

development of the umlaut, ut lapse into a very.opposite pattern when

.c:Ii.scUssing the merits ofthe hometown football' team. Children, also,

,may.vary their verbal persuasive Strategies as a function Of the

object of the. messages (Rodnick & Wood, 1973).

Factors pertaining to the spatial and temporal setting of an
3

utterance must also be represented by rules pf communicative cOmpetence.

The faCts of appropriate deictic or exophoric pronoun use, for example.,

/can only be accounted for in this fashion. In addition,-the adequacy

' f many acts of reference employing naming noun phrases requires that

certain conditiOns -*about setting be satisfied. The expression, vthe

table", is uniquely .(adequately) referring only if the immediate

setting has or j one .table present. Similarly, using the nominal "the

'clown in the White House" to refer to,Richard M. Nixon is inappropriate

at_the time of this writing.. Furthermore, _certain speech events are

restritted to corresponding settings. Grace before meals is appropriately

invoked only before meals. Likewise, certain settings seem t6 place

direct constraints vn sgeech styles. In most Western cultures,

funerals call for a funerealtone. .Greenfield andFishman (1971) report

:..that Puerto Rican bilinguals' selection of Spanish or English is highly,
$

. determined by location (e.g. Spanish n the home, English in school)..

A theory of communicative competeace must 't.:lude rules which

.r
permit for the encoding and retrieval of speakers' cOmmunicative

intentions. That is, the function of an utterance.must appear at some-

level of.representation. An utterance like, "Could you:Eft that stone?".

ITlight derive from two different intention markers (e.g. question and

6 9



, request) and thus remain functionalfy ambiguous unless'the representation

\
of the Utterance contained additional markers concerning crtext or

;par0.cipant roles. Jacobson's (1960) taxonomy .of expressive, referential,

,conative, phatic, metalinguistic, and poetic functions is one crude, but

/

fairly.well accepted, scheme that might be incorporated into formaliza-

tions of intention rules.
6

Searle's (1976) categories of illotutionary

acts may be viewed as.illustrations of finer grained.; df less.

. .

comprehensive, analyses of tommunicative intentions. Thus, if rules (:)'

communicative competence.permit the identifidation of an utterance as,

I-1say, a promise, then additional rules 'siMilar to tiose previously
I

described in conjunction with speech act theory 141d deduce the

spe-,er's intentions (assuming conditions of felicity).

We have.stressed several.times in this paper that a theory of

commUnicative competence'is an account of ,mrchanisms underlying
A

message adaptation. AL l'east implicitly, 'herelfOre, we have been
1

adoptinva rhetorical perspective on communication, for ultimately

messages are adapted to affect people. Tn ord r to achieve rhetorical_

effect, a speaker must have knowledge of his or her liste'ller: Thus-;iof

/all the elements figuring into competence form4ilations, the most

tentral are Person perceptual factors. In a theOry of communicative
?

competence, person perceptual Tules are those b which knowledge of

salient audience characteristics 'are represented.

Certai one crucial audience characteristic that a speakerlmust

1

take into a count is what the iistener knows. As OFcussed in the

previouschapter, the.cognitive developmental per-_tive.has taken the

charting oT growth in this area as its predominart concern. Cognitive

1

.

'7;
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state rules are, conspi-cuous by their absence in the egouentric

messages of.early childhood, For mature adult communication, Searler.s

.(1968) analySis o he Oct.. of referring stipulates that a referring

expression is one that is ndt only,..eSsential to the object referred

to, but also important to the listener. One.of Grice's (1967)

conversational conventions may be pJainly paraphrased as "Don't tell

what your listener already knows." :Thus, the utterance of one drenched

passerby to another, "It sure is raining," would be judged deviant if

not for our tendency to search for well-formed representation. (In

this case we interpret the utterance as phatic rather than referential

In function.) Yet more complex rhetorical sensitivity must be

incorporated into cognitive state rules to account for the kinds of

audience analyses speakers undergo in determining, for instance, how

much background information to present to thc Minnetonka Garden Club

when addressing them on the.subject of German philology.

Just as a theory of communicative competence must include

provisions for adapting Co the listener's cognitive state, so must it

contdin rules concerning the other's affective condition...That, is,

in.order to explain many instances of appropriate meSsage addptation,

it must be postulated that speakers can represent what listeners feel.

Alvy (1973) found an onEogenetic trend in children's abilities to adapt

their communication to listener's displaying various emotional cUes,

Much in the same vein, social-.psychological research. on attitude change

' has documented the relationship between message.effectiveness and

playing torliard audience predispositions (Brown, 1965). Indeed, much of



what is typically deemed a.sense of tact or sensitivity to others'.

feeling is simply common sense about affective state rules:

While cognitive and affective states may be thought of as fair4,

dynamic, :the role relations between any .given set of speaker :Ind

listener tend to be stable.
7

For example, one analysis of Russian

pronominal usage lists among critical person perceptual discriminaions'

categories of age, generation, sex, geneoldgical-d-istance, relitivo

authority, and social distance in terms of grodp membershi.

(Friderich, 1972). The role features of relative : ..er, intimacy and

solidarity emerge consistently frourethno and sociolinguistic research

on stylis'tic variation (Blom & GumperZ, 1972; Brown & Ford, 1964;

Brown & Gilman, 1960; Geetz, 1960; Rubin, 1962). Thus, a role

relation rule in a theory of communicative competence would construct

structural descriptions from constellations of such features and.relate

these'descriptions to.the output_of some Manifest linguistic markers

of formality and.deference. Recently the 'President of the United

States chose to be sworn into office as "Jimmy Carter" rather than

"James." While many Might have believed this linguistic informality

to be inappropriate, all could infer the presuppositions concerning

power and solidarity that the President intended to communicate to his .

constituents. It is this sort of knowledge that is embodied by role

relations rulesiSimilarly, much of the research on linguistic

signalling of group affiliation through dialect markers (Labov, 1973),

slang terms (Flexner,1967) or even language choice (Lambert', 19-7),

may be interpreted as evidence for the internalization of role

relationship rules.
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This outline of the elements which must be included in a theory o

communicative competence,has served to define a set of problems more

; than to solve any. The one issue which must be addressed, before this

paper has run its course is: Are the benefits accruable from a theory,

of communicative competence commensurate with the .effort necessary to

work out the formal problems involved? A theory Of communicative

competence is merely a formalization of speakers' intuitions about

linguistic appropriateness. It is, therefore, unlikely to yfld any

startling pew distoveries of. practical value to members of a speech

community. Moreover, a theory of'communicative competence makes no

direct claim to psychological reality. Thus., its impact is yet further

removed from direct-usefulness, in terms of interpersonal techniques.

AlthoUgh theories of communicative competence do not promise immediate

rewards in terms of improving communicative performances, their develop-

ment does portend advances in systematic research in commupication

behavior patterns. Robinson(1972) provides.a backhanded rationale

for the deVelopMent of theories of communicative competence, arguing

that ". . . to expose the rules is but a prelude to the main business

of relating language and social behavior, a beginning not an end" (p. 199).

That is, in much 'the same way that generative.grammar has served

psycholinguistics, so may theories of communiCative competence aid the

advancement of empirical research,in communication. The competence

theOry's role in this sense is to sgecify variables rand produce

.btestable hypotheses that might be appli d to research on process. Many

of these hypotheses will no doubt be disconfirmedhote that this

occurrence'does not reflect on the theory's validitjr), but a starting



point Ohich is theoretically well-founded ic nevertheless a precious

. coMmodity for the empirical researcher.

71

Furthermore, the kind of empirical research that would be engendered ,

by the.:,ries of communicative cempetende would emphasize. the study of

generalized patterns of behavior. It would encourage the search for

invLr.lance in the midst °I individual differences, rather than'being-

styMied at the Toint of xecognizing the vastness of idiosyncratic

variation, as haS sometimes been the case in communicat.on studies.

In this sense, empirical research derived from theories of communicative

.competence would signal a rejuvenation of the aims of traditional

rhetorical theory: to isolate commonality, if not universality,. in

the mariner in which symbolic expression may be,crafted in a manner

appropriate to the effects intended by speakers.

A second area in which theories of communicative competence might

prove.useful is that of intercultural sensitivity.. Members of one

,.

speech community might often be offended by, or misunderstanding of',

,the communicative.mariners of another community's .speakers. However;

jusr as structural and transformational'linguistic analyses on

nonstandard dialects Served to debunk a deficit view of nonstandard

.systems, so might grammars of communication increase toleranceHof

differing communicative styles. If it can be demonstrated ri%ct all

speech communities operate by Means of systematic principles, and

that these. principles are largely similar across communities, then

cross-cultural relations might be.less marked by negative stereotypes

based ou misapprehensions concerning expressive styles.

Yet another possible benefit which might arise from development

of theories "of communicative competence is. in the realm of communication



education practices. While competence. formulations make no-direct

claims about processes of skill acquisition and development.'theY are

metatheoretically'linked to the view that such skills are nOt

explicitly taught or learned by rote. Rather, knowledge represented

by aeemp.etence theory is acquired by a combination of maturational

processes -and inference from experience (Lennenberg, 1967). Curricular

praCtices may be informed by.this perspective and the theory itself may

serve to specify the range of experiences to which students might be

most profitably exposed (Cazden, 1970; Hoppet, 1971; PiChe & Michlin,

1974), -In addition, theories of communicative competence written for

children at various stages of development would provide a rational

basis for sequencing these exposure's.:

It may very well be that the reader will judge none of thege

reasons, or even their concert, ta be sufficient justification for

construction of theories of communicative competence. In the caurse

of this paper, we have made no claims of comparative superiority;- we
-

have not asserted that a theory of Communicative competence proVides

a better mode of explanation than any Other. In the final analysis,,

then, the ultimate rationale for the construction of theories of

communicative competence is the same as the perennial justification-
-

fol c31mbing the mountain. Like the mountain, theories of !communicative

competence are there, just at horizon's edge, And like the mountain,

they represent a challenge'to our ingenuity'and perseverance.
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Footnotes

1The terms."paradigm", "metatheory", "fraMework", and "perspective"

will be used rather interchangeably to denote'sets of assumpti;

concerning methods, goals, .modes of explanation, and central constructs

which 'constitute the "givens" under which theories in.various

di'Si-plines ate constructed. In using these terms, no presumption is

made of wide-spread acceptance or of comprehensive specification of

;e assumptions.. In, contrast, the term "theory" is reserved fol.'

particular accounts of specific phenomena. ..A "competence theory" is

a particular account that canf-o-rmsto. the metatheoretical assumptions

of tbe-coMPetence paradigm.

2 It is necessary to delineate that claSss of behaviors which

qualify as communicative.-Most loosely, a communicative act.is one

which, has,.at tb_e least, a notential for transmitting meaning from a

source to a receiver. However ,
this set is too inclusive for the

- purposes ofcompetence analysis Some meaning-transmitting behaviors

may operate- a,t a purely physiological level (e.g. blushing, sWeating,

respoading to odors) and there s no reason to suspect that thpy need

t

be represented cognitively. ji .11). Grice (1958) has :aggested the

category Of non=natural meaninewherein signs have non-naturaI meaning

iC the equivalence between si ignificance is.essentially

arbrgry and com:entional. In addition to non-nanral meaning, it is

necessary to add the constratht of intentionality (Searle, 1969).

. .

That.is; an act will Count as ad instance of communication for the

purposes of competence analysis .(let us call such an act "communication
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coMp") if it was performed with the intention that the act non-

naturally convey some meaning to a receiver. Indeed, it appears ,that

intentionality is a feature of any rule system since ruleg (as opposed

'to 1aWs) guide action (as opposed to motion) and action emtails some
/.

forM of volition (Braybooke, 1968; Burke, 1966; ilarre.", 1974).. However,

in/order to avoid the problem of tonsciouness in rule-governed
/ .

/
__________i____ .

.- l-lip ehavi ors,'we m u st be wing to accept as intentional communication

.

\./ any act.with an essentially expressive teleologacal commitment. Note,
,

also, chat the criteria'of non-natural meaning and intentionality do

not ,..:es,Jarily exclud Jany n,nverbal exprcassions from-rule'analyses

197W!

ae.,meaning-as-usedectrine (in its-varied.forms) is a result of

dl..mib..ing any conception.of meaning as an-entity._.Arguments of this

(Black, 1968, Waissman, 1965) begin' by asserting that if meaning

Pre_an entity, it must either be a physical object-, an idea.(mental

entity), or a disposition to respond (behavioral entity). Referential

theories of meaning,(Russell,'1919) holAl_tfiat meaning is 'an entity of

the first type; the meaming of a word is the object to which it refers.

J1 this account were corre&i, Dien "Unicorn" would either be meaningless,

or else synonymous with "centaur". Clearly, neither alternative i

acceptable. Also, under the referential view, phrases' which refer to

the'same physical object like "Richard Nixon" and "that dog in the

White HoUse" would mean the same. Im order to avoid such dilemmas,' the

ideational/theory of meaning posits that the meaning of a' word is the

idea of the referrent. Idea, being aivague concept, is most often.

equated with mental imae (Black, 1968)..: However, many unambiguous

terms have no single image, even for a given individual. Wittgenatein





I
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(1953)-, an early ordinarl language philosopher, aptly ObseVes that

the formation of A ment,i1 image in association with a*word iS.entirely

incidental to the apprehension of meaning. Another ideational theory.

.of meaning is the verificationist theory.(Hempel, 1971).: In this

forniulation, the meaning.of an expression is the idea oC the set''of

operations which a person might perform in order to.observe the

expression's referent. However, the expression "a stone which turns
6

lead to. gold" providea:a counter example to the verificationist criterion

since it may be nseemeaningfully even by those who have no knowledge

of how such a stone might be observed. A final contender for the locus

of meaning is the disposition to respond as if to thereferentof an

\expresIion (Ogden and. Richards, 1938; Osgood, 1952). This behaviorist

hypothesis asserts that a covert component of'a total behavioral responSe

becomes associated with a stimulus. If the stimulus is the referent of

some symbol, then the covert nediatiopal response to that Stimulus

becomes associated with the symbol as the symbol's meaning. But alb

. nature of a disposition to respond remains as vague as thedcharacteris-

_tics of an ideq. Indeed, any stimulus-response model of language is,

in principal, lacking in explanatory power (Chomsky,'1959,Todor, 1965).

If meaning ,is not a physical, mental, or behavioral entity, 'it

may Still correspond to the.use to which aR. expression is pilt. Just

aS the best way to demonstrate the nature of a tool is to use it in a

variety of ways, so is the best way to specify.the meanings of a term

CO use-that term in of contexts.

9 7
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A;;Illocutionary 'acts are differentiated not Only fr.= locutioas;.,

but.also from perlocutionary acts or;perlo?fr4ons (Austin, 1962). This

distinction is particularly important for the. study of thetoric, which

.

is concerned with effects of communicative acts, as well as _I:keit form:

Illocutions entail:consequences which are entirely .due ts the arbitrary;

conventions which.are constituative of those illocutions (see discussion

of felicity conditions, below). For example, the cOnventions for

uttering (18) have the consequence Of marrying two people when (18) is

, uttered conventionally.... HoWever; tjloptterance of (18) may or may not

have futther conseqbenCes. It might, fot example, have the effect of

establishing a telatiOnshIp pf 'fidelity between the two people.married.

,

Ot,-the UtteranCe of (18) might have the effect of causing the brides
K ,.

.

Mother to weep.:: If these additional, ribn-necessary effects do result.

_ ,
from the dtteranCe of (18), thenthe speech act has functioned not only

,

as an illocution; but also as a\perlocution. Nate that the effects

brought about by the perlocutipn might alsb have.been brought about by

non-linguistic means;,by,jealousy, and by a tight corset, respectively.

liplike Illocutionary conse_quences;_pprlocorianary_coUseguenoes dre-not

-legislated-by-convention-i-are-not tule governed,

The lack of conventionality of TeilocUtions has as a ramificaion:

that rhetoric must remain a probabiliStic.sclenpe. dompare the

following:

(28) I implore you to stop beating me

(29) *I persuade you to stop beating me

.To implore is to perform an, illocutionary act which May or May oat

function also as a.perlbcutionary acE. To persuade is a perloCutionary

r.
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act, butnot illocutionary. 'Persuasion does not follow necessarily as

,a,cOnsequence of any speech act, while iMploring does necessarily'

follow from the utteranceof .(28) in accord with the ,codventionS for'

making such'an utteranCe. The perlocutionar3i effects of'utteriUg

28)., if any,, need have no relation to persiiasion. The utterance might

c use a particul,arly sadiStic auditOr to be amused.. it is the .task of

'the rhetorician to determine the Trobabilitywith Which the meMbers
,

f t e set of possible nOn-eonventional effects might result as
. \

Consepence of the-utterande of a .given situated speech act. A thdow,;'

- of COIT unicative competence ay aid the rhetorician in determining

the in entions and perception_of a message source,.13ut such a theory

cannot provide a full inventor3k of effects.

In the typology of- Warr alid Knapper (1968). the content o f the

petcepts'yesulting from the role-taking process is a hypothetical

representatiOn of Ehe'lierdep-ts-ofthe-object person. That is,through

role-taking we ascertainhow another is perceiving the world or 6he
, .

4
current interact1onl.(as7opposed_Wascertaining_some att.ribute,'say,/

,

trustworthiness or-1-1-ei"ght in inches'Y riad4ftIbn, theadntentof'the

percepts.Lis.: essentially- episodic in Eh "here and now", rather- .

r

,di$positional: (Though dispositional generalizations aboutotherS'

: \

stable traits_are Iikely_automatic by7p.rod6cts of role7taking.) The

'episodic nature.of person perceptions.generated. through role-taking is'

.significant.since the .goal of inStruffiental role=taking Is Elle adaptation

.

of on'.going message construction rather than sOcial jUdgment as an.end'
\ .

in itself :(Rommetveit, '1960). 711 ger
\

ceptually salient Cues cognized

\ ".

-in-role-taking include imMediate ssory data as\weil as stored
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-.informationabout the determinate other and expectancies about,thq,

stereObSrpical other'(Milgram & Goodglass,.1961; Tagiuri, 1969).

'
Direct reports abont the othet's 'perceptions.are important to person

0
perception.generally, but'do not.igt.ire into role-taking specifically.

.
,

,

h

, .

.

..Tus, the process- by which,cues are Cognized and traneformed into
, ,

.

.role-taking perceptions is deductive-inferential (Flavell, 1966) and

. ,

may include such psychological components as analogy to self, avoidance

disscnance.or incOnsistency, etc. (HaMlyn, 1974; Taginri, 1.969).

The, role-taking procesels not unidimensional but, itself, entails

several subskills (Flavell, 1966, 1974; Flavell, et. al., 196,8). .he

0 .

existence subSkill.is fundamental and:earliest in onseE (Selman &
.

,

Byrne, 1974).. This subskill,equires the knoWledge tHat others exist .

aphrt,from the self and that others' perspectives need 'not be identical

to one!s Own. The need subskill involVes knowledge that in a given

(situation.communicatiVe effectiveness necessitates the epptehension

of la nonantistic perspective. Young children recognize that other

perspectives exist, yet may not spontaneously appreciate the imperative

for identifying them (Glucksberg, Krauss & Higgins, 19.75). 'The

_inference component.. of role-taking pertaine7to the actual' operation of:

ascertaining the other's perspective. In turn, it consist s. of two.

types of functions. One m68t create' the hypotheses., perform the

.inference, bnt one must also maintain the integrity of the second7

/

petson perspeCtive from thp incessant onslaught of egocenttic intrusion

(Piaget, 1926).. Beyond these subskills which comprise. role-taking

pqr sei is the application subskill: that host of rhetorical abilities

whereby messages are aaapted in accordance with the/output of the

role7taking process.and which ate frequently confoanded in the

measurement- of role-taking.ability.proper (FlaVel,i/et. al.,-1968)-

I

lo6

--,==



It.must.be noted that in cognitive deVelopmental literature,
0 .

discussions .of role-t.king frequentlyfail to preserVe0Many of the
A.

distinction$ made above. Flavell (1974) , fot example, equates role-

takingwith the process of "somehoW obtainingdmpressions -bout the

relatively Moreinner-psychological acts and attributes of human

'objects" (p. 66). However, if we are tp, preserve th.2 distinCtion of

98

such related constructs as empathy, 'Whose content is :largely generalized

,

affective states and whoseprocess may inVolve partial mimicry

.(Tagiuri, 1969)., a_rigotous definition of role-taking is imperative.

MoreoVer, as.ChandIer and Greenspan (1972) argue'in criticizing more.

leriieht.conc6ptions of role-taking or nonegocenttic thbught,

"Nonegocentric thought . . . is not simply a synonym for'accurate

social* judgement but implies the ability to ,anticipate what someone

'else might think or feel i;recisely when those thought's andfeelings

'are different from one's Own. Without imPortant qualification

egocentric and nohegocentric thought.result in the same outcome and

their measurement is hopelesslycjiaOhnded''. (p. .1(.15.) . It may very_

well be that the failure to specify role-taking pr:ecisely, in terms of

its definitional propertres and component subskills; is, responsible

_

for the general failure.ofempiricalstudies discussed in the following

paragraphs, to establish a sulistantial Correlation between this,person

,o =

perceptuSl:procesSand,communicative .effectiveness. "

6 .

.Rules concerning phatic intentions Would include ways lo .

:,
:represent relationship signalling. '7For,example, if a GUarani speaker

,

wishes to signal interpersonal remoteness, he or-she may Speak in

Spanish (Rubin, 1962). Thus,- many utterances may have derivations



whicheinclude intentions of defining or alte ing stable features of

relationships such as power, solidarily, intimacy, and interpersonal.

attraction. As such, rules pertaining0 phatic intentions will.,
4

overlap considerably with role relation rules to be described below.

7Theene exdeption to this gene.Lilization may b fundaMental.

conversational roles ef interrogator/responder, speaker/listene'ei

wbich shift.rapidly.during the course of an in.teraction.. Hotwever,

these roles are more aptWrepresented by dis.course structure rules

as previously discussed'. Most rol*:relationships which have received

attention have te,nded to be either institutionally defined ot of.

otherWise established pormsLin either case prolonged.

.r
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